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Current Topics. 


The Retirement of Lord Justice Buckley. 

THE WEEK has seen some unexpected changes on the equity 
side of the Court of Appeal and in the Chancery Division. 
Lord Justice BUCKLEY has resigned, and has been raised to the 
House of Lords; WARRINGTON, J., succeeds him in the Court of 
Appeal; and Mr. Ropert Youncer, K.C., takes the vacant 
place on the bench of the Chancery Division. Sir HENry 
BUCKLEY has done good work in the Court of Appeal, though his 
special qualifications as a company lawyer militated, perhaps, 
against the larger views which give eminence in that court. But 
at a time when the court had become overloaded with arrears, he 
haz been assiduous in endeavouring to relieve the congestion, 
and he has adopted the useful plan of summarizing at the close 
of the sittings the progress which has been made. 


The New Lord Justice. 

IT 18 not necessary to compare the retiring Lord Justice with 
the new, but we have no doubt that Sir THoMAS WARRINGTON’S 
promotion to the Court of Appeal will well maintain the efficiency 
of that tribunal and will be acceptable to the profession. He 
was appointed to the bench of the Chancery Division ten years 
ago, and during that time he has been an extremely painstaking 
and successful judge. We doubt whether there is anywhere else 
the sort of freemasony which exists between a judge of the 
Chancery Division and those who practise before him. The 
judge knows that he can rely on the bar for assistance in con- 
ducting the business of the court with absolute fairness ; the 
bar know that they will be treated with courtesy and patience, 
and that the decision will be the outcome of ripe experience and 
careful weighing of the law. The result is a mutual confidence 
which makes business almost uniformly pleasant and smooth. 
Mr. Justice WARRINGTON has been an admirable example of 
this state of things so far as the Bench is concerned, and the 
congratulations of the Chancery Bar will be tempered by regret 
at his removal. 


The New Chancery Judge. 

IN MAKING the appointment to the Chancery Division the 
Lord Chancellor had, as usual, an abundance of talent to choose 
from. It would be invidious to mention names, but if Mr. 
YOUNGER’S appointment was not inevitable, it is at least very 
natural, At the junior bar he was known as an able and 
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strenuous advocate, and this position he maintained so well as a 
silk, that he was able, after some years of ordinary practice, to 
join the select band of equity King’s Counsel who go special, and 
are supposed by their less favoured brethren to enjoy the 
emoluments without the worries of the profession. And yet this 
is but supposition, for no one, on seeing a “ special” conducting 
a great case in the Court of Appeal or the House of Lords or 
the Privy Council, would say that he was having an easy time of 
it. Lord ALVERSTONE has told us how he tried the system at 
the common law bar, and instead of losing his work, as his 
friends prophesied, increased its value, while, as he intended, he 
diminished its volume. Mr. YouNGER throughout bis career, 
as junior, as ordinary silk, and as special, has shewn qualities 
which will make him successful also as a Chancery judge, and he 
will be a worthy successor to WARRINGTON, J. 


The High Court Cause List 

Tue Court of Appeal lists had not been issued at the time of 
going to press, but the Chancery Division lists are issued and 
will be found printed elsewhere. We assume that Mr. Just’ce 
YOuAGER will take over Mr. Justice WARRINGTON’S list, and we 
have altered the official list accordingly. The total number of 
matters is 218; or if the 48 winding-up matters are included, 
266. This is a slight advance on the numbers at the beginning 
of last sittings, which were 193 and 38—a total of 231; but a 
year ago the figures were 301 and 53—a total of 354. In the 
King’s Bench lists the total number of actions is 158, made up of 
special juries 51, common juries 36, non-juries 41, commercial 
causes 24, and Order 14, 6; last sittings the total was 268, and 
a year ago 152—practically the same as now. There are 19 
bankruptey matters as against 7 at the beginning of the Hilary 
Sittings. 


Piracy and Warfare. 

WE ARE vlad to receive the letter on Piracy and Warfare, 
which we print elsewhere. The subject is no doubt a difficult 
one, and we have not the opportunity to deal with it further at 
present. Perhaps we sball recur to it later. Unfortunately the 
German Military and Naval Authorities have notions funda 
mentally differing from our own as (uv the treatment of non- 
eivilians in war, and while the war lasts, we cannot, as a practical 
matter, act on our own views as to the appropriate treatment of 
their subordinates. Even the present differentiation in their 
treatment has led toa protest from the German Government, 
and to the threat that, if the harsher treatment is proved, for 
each member of the crew ot ! submarine made prisoner a 
British Army Officer held prisoner of war in Germany will 
Sir EDWArnD GREY'S 


receive corresponding harsher treatment 
own officers from such 


reply (Times, 3rd inst.) should save ou 
reprisals, and also, if it were possible, shame the German 
authorities into humanity. We quote one sentence 


“Tn these quarters (the Naval Detention Bar icks] they are 


treated with humanity, given opport nities for exercise, pro 
vided with German buoks, subjected to no forced labour, and 
are better fed and clothed than British prisoners of equal rank 
now in Germany. \s, however, the crews of the two German 
submarines in question {U 8 and UU 12], before they were 
rescued from the sea, were engaged in sinking innocent British 
and neutral merchant ships and wantonly killing non-com 
batants, they cannot be regarded as honourable opponents, but 
rather as persons who at the orders of their Government have 
committed acts whit ire offence wainst the law of nations 


and contrary to common humanity 


The United States on the British Blockade. 

Tue UNITED States has now communicated its Reply (7imes, 
6th inst.) to the British Notes and the Order in Council (née, 
pp. 346, 352), setting forth the principles to be observed by 
Great Britain in the blockade of Germany. Of course the interest 
of the United States is as a neutral nation, and it is the inter- 
ference with neutral rights against which a protest, firm but 
friendly, is made. From the British point of view, and we 
imagine from the point of view of the large number of indivi 
duals in the United States who sympathize entirely with the 
British canse, it would have been more satisfactory if President 








WILsoN had recognized that we are fighting a cruel and un. 
scrupulous foe, and if he bad consented to some interference with 
American trade as a necessary incident in repressing that foe’s 
violation of the elements of humanity and civilization. That, 
however, is not the role which he has marked out for himself. 
But being neutral and the special guardian of neutral 
rights, he desires to know how these are affected 
by the British procedure which, is a blockade and yet 
not a blockade. “The Order in Council of March 15 
would,” says the United States Note, “constitute, were its provi- 
sions to be actually carried into effect as they stand, a practical 
assertion of unlimited belligerent rights over neutral commerce 
within the whole European area, and an almost unqualified 
denial of the sovereign rights of the nations now at peace,” 
Neutrals have conceded the right of visit and search, and the 
right of capture of contraband ; and the United States itself has 
extended this right by the doctrine of continuous voyages ; but 
there has been no yielding hitherto of the right to trade with 
neutral ports in goods not contraband, whether a blockade is in 
existence or not, and the complaint is that the present blockade 
extends in effect to neutral ports. The Note maintains that 
“even though a blockade should exist, and the doctrine of 
contraband as to unblockaded territory be rigidly enforced, 
innocent shipments may be freely transported to and from the 
United States through neutral countries to belligerents’ territory 
without being subject to the penalties of contraband traffic or 
breach of blockade, much less to detention, requisition, or 
confiscation.” 


Innocent Goods and Neutral Rights. 

Tne United States Note observes, that the novel and quite 
unprecedented feature of the blockade, “if we are to assume 
it to be properly so defined, is that it embraces many neutral 
ports and coasts, bars access to them, and subjects all neutral 
ships seeking to approach them to the same suspicion that 
vould attach to them were they bounc for the ports of 
the enemies of Great Britain and to wunousual risks and 
penalties.” At the sare time, “the Government of the United 
States is, of course, not oblivious to the great changes which have 
occurred in the conditions and means of naval warfare since the 
rules hitherto governing legal blockade were formulated. It 
might be ready to admit that the form of close blockade, with 
its cordon of ships in the immediate offing of the blockaded 
ports, is no longer practicable in the face of an enemy possessing 
the means and opporiunity to make an effective defence by the 
use of submarines, mines, and aircraft ; but it can hardly be 
maintained that, whatever form of effective blockade may be made 
use of, it is impossible to conform at least to the spirit and 
principles of the essence of the rules of war.” The 
point, that Great Britain’s procedure is by way of reprisals 
sgainst Germany, is met by the argument that reprisals 
cannot affect neutrals, and it is claimed that for acts 
which are unlawful as against neutrals, full reparation shall 
be made. In effect this is a claim to compensation for 
interference with innocent goods on voyage from the United 
States to neutral ports. That may possibly be met by extending 
the list of contraband, so that the goods will cease to be innocent 
and will fall within the doctrine of continuous voyages. But ot 
course there are difficulties in the way of an indefinite extension 
of the contraband list. The real solution of the difficulty lies, 
partly in our being prepared to pay any reasonable compensa- 
tion, but still more, perhaps, in the further arousing of righteous 
indignation in the United States at such incidents asthe sinking 
of The Falabu and drowning of the passengers and crew 


Alien Enemies and Proxies. 

Mr. Justice SARGANT has decided in Jobson v. Premii 
and Pipe Line Co. (Times, 1st inst.) that an alien enemy who is 
a shareholder in an English company is debarred from giving 4 
proxy to vote at meetings of the company. In the present 


Oil 


conflict between old doctrines of the common law, and modern 
and more enlightened tendencies, the question is no doubt some- 


what difficult, but we should have thought it reasonably clear 
Ve must reiterate that 


that such proxies should be admitted, 








un- 
with 
foe’s 
hat, 
self, 
tral 
eted 
yet 
1 15 
rovi- 
tical 
1erce 
lified 
ace,” 
| the 
has 
- but 
with 
ia in 
kade 
that 
ity of 
Tce d, 
1 the 
itory 
ie or 
, or 


’ 


quite 
sume 
utral 
utral 
that 
ts of 
and 
nited 
have 
» the 
L & 
with 
caded 
sing 
y the 
ly be 
made 
and 
The 
vrisals 
yrisals 
acts 
shall 
n for 
‘nited 
nding 
iocent 
jut of 
snsion 
» lies, 
pensa- 
;teous 
nking 


ey Oil 
vyho is 
ring & 
resent 
odern 
some- 

clear 
e that 


[Vol. 59.] 393 








: _ April 10, 1915. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


there is no quarrel between individuals here and individuals in 
an enemy country, and the Legislature has pointed ont the 
way in which control is to bo exercised over companies with 
enemy shareholders. Under sections 2 and 3 of the Trading 
with the Enemy Act, 1914, there is power to prevent any such 
company conducting operations prejudicial to this country. But 
scbject to this legislative interference, it is proper that the 
enemy shareholders should be able to protect their interests, ‘To 
refuse proxies, and leavé the management of the company to 
what may be an insignificant minority of English share- 
holders, is quite at variance with the position in which 
enemy shareholders are entitled to be placed under the statute. 
The proper course is to admit their power to appoint a British 
subject as a proxy, and this will at once protect their rights and 
be a guarantee that no improper use will be made of the voting 
power. The learned judge relied upon the doctrine that inter- 
course of all kinds with an enemy is forbidden—not merely 
commercial intercourse—and that a proxy could noi be appointed 
and act without intercourse. And he referred to the judgment 
of Sir Samugn Evans in Zhe Punaricllos (reported elsewhere). 
We have nothing to add to what we have already said as to 
that judgment (ante, p. 360), and we regret that the Chanc ry 
Division should lend any countenance to the obviously impossible 
doctrine that all intercourse with enemy subjects is prohibited. 
It has already been pointed out that postal correspondence is 
permitted under the Defence of the Realm Regulations, 
and we may add the still stronger reason * that 
communications between lawyers here and enemy 
clients who are entitled to appear in own courts 
is essential We are aware of the fetter which judi 
cial decisions place upon judges sitting on the bench ; and it 
was perhaps difficult for SarGANtT, J., to ignore the clearly 
expressed opinion of the Prize Court. But we still hopo that a 
superior tribunal will adopt a more sensible and convenient view, 
and state quite clearly that it is only commercial intercourse 
which the law, whether statute or otherwise, forbids. The 
‘doctrine of the Prize Court would prevent all chance of mutual 
<o-operation between individuals in belligerent countries for the 
sparpose of briuging war to an end ; and however impracticable 
‘this may seem in the present war.and under present circum- 
sfances, the way for such co-operatien must be left open. This 
we regard as the weightiest reason for rejecting Lord STOWELL’s 
dicta in The Hoop (1 C. Rob. 196) and The Cosmopolile (4 C. Rob., 
ip. 10). 

Covenants in Restraint of Trade. 

THE DOCTRINE of covenants in restraint of trade is in its 
mature vague and difficult of application, and hence it is not un- 
natural that it should produce a continuous succession of decisions. 
The judgment of the Master of the Rolls in Herbert Morris 
(Limited) v. Saxelby (Times, 1st. inst.) in which the Court of 
Appeal have, by a majority, affirmed the decision of SARGANT, J. 
(ante, p. 146), appears to state very clearly the present con- 
siderations which govern the matter, and it is likely to rank high 
in the judicial development of the subject. He points out that 
there are three classes of cases which may require separate 
treatment :—‘‘(1) A trade secret may justly be protected by an 
absolute covenant without limit as to time or space. (2) The 
vendor of goodwill ought not to he allowed to derogate from his 
own grant, and a wide restriction may properly be given to 
protect the enjoyment by the purchaser of that which the vendor’ 
hassold. (3) In a contract of service there is less freedom of 
negotiation, and a far greater risk of oppression, and the court 
ought to guard more carefully the interests of the covenantor.” 
The case of the trade secret seems to call for no comment. Its 
owner is entitled to be secured in the enjoyment of it as his 
exclusive property. The distinction between the sale of a good- 
will and the engagement of a servant was suggested by Lord 
MACNAGHTEN in the Nordenfelt case (1894, A, C., p. 506), 
and was emphasized by Lord Havpang, C., and Lord SHAW in 
Mason*v. Provident, &c., Co. (1913, A. C., pp. 731, 734). “There 
is,” said Lord SHaw, “much greater room for allowing, as 
between buyer and seller, a larger s.ope for freedom of contract 
and a correspondingly large restraint on freedom of trade, than 


contract between master and servant or an employer and an 
applicant for work.” And when we find that an employee is 
entitled to have restraints upon his freedom of labour carefully 
scrutinized, it beeomes material to consider whether the effect 
of the restraint is really to deprive him altogether of the means 
of exercising his own special aptitude. This question arose in 
Eastes vy. Russ (1914, 1 Ch. 468), and a covenant for the life of 
the covenantor was held to be void because it cut him off from 
the chance of exercising his skill as a scientific pathologist. 
Che present case was similar in the nature of the restraint, since 
it deprived the defendant, the covesantor, of the chance of 
exercising his special skill as a mechanical draftsman in 
particular forms of machinery; and though it was only for 
seven years, the Master of the Rolls considered that, for 
practical purposes, this excluded him for life. After that 
period he could not expect to take up once more his broken 
career. lence the learned judge held that the covenant 
was void, and Joyce, J., eoncurred. Puittiore, LJ., on 
the other hand, held that the covenant could be severed, and 


was good as to a portion of the work at which it was aimed. 


Accident by ‘f Larking.” 

He CASE of Sha (Glasgo p>) ( Limited) v. Jla ‘farl ine (o2 Se. 
l.. tt. 236) adds one more to the Workmen’s Compensation 
cases which are collected in the work ot Mr. ADSHEAD under the 
title “Accident due to Larking.” The facts appear te have 
been that the respondent was an ironmoulder’s helper and the 
appellants iron tounders at Glasgow. The respondent was 
employed by the appellants in their works at Maryhill, and was 
working with JAMES McCOoLL, ironmoulder, as his helper. 
Another ironmoulder named McDoNALp, then in a state of 
intoxication, entered the appellants’ works without their know- 
ledge and permission in the company of a helper named ELLior. 
Both these men had been formerly in the appellants’ employ ment. 
ELLIOT made some claim to McCo.t. for money due to him, 
which was rejected. During the conversation arising out of this 
application, MCDONALD, in his state of intoxication, without 
warning, etruck a blow at the respondent, unknown to and un- 
seen by the respondent, while he was engaged in close proximity 
to boxes of molten metal, and in a dangerous place in a stooping 
position, using a hammer between his legs; and the respondent, 
in consequence of the blow and of his position when it was struck, 
lost his balance and fell between two iron boxes containing 
molten metal, over which were three iron weights of fifty-six 
pounds each, and thereby his right arm was burnt and his 
right elbow bruised by the falling of the weights upon it, and 
he was incapacitated for work during a period of five weeks. 
The question was whether the arbitrator was right in holding 
that the accident arose out of and in the course of the respon- 
dent’s employment. The Court of Session were disposed, apart 
from authority and simply upon the facts proved and taking 
the words of the statute in their natural and ordinary meaning, 
to accept the opinion of the arbitrator. They would have thought 
it idle to contend that, because the accident, ic., the fall, was 
caused by a blow struck by an outsider, they were to disregard 
the causa proxima of the injuries, and ascribe the injuries to a 
more remote cause, viz, the blow, which clearly did not arise 
out of the employment. A careful consideration of the authori- 
ties caused them to think that these supported the conclusion at 
which they would have arrived without their aid. If the imme 
diate cause of the injuries was an accident arising out of the 
employment, it was immaterial to inquire into the prior cause or 
causes of the accident. We have little doubt that this decision 
will be accepted by the English courts, especially as it must be 
remembered that there was no evidence of an intention to cause 
the injured man to fall into the vessel of hot metal. The injuries 
which he sustained resulted from the position in which he 
happened to be standing, and may reasonably be taken to have 
resuited from an accident arising in the course of his employment 
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Bill proposing to make motherless children who lose thei fathers 
during the war wards of the nation from the age of 6 to 16, 
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Emergency Legislation of Germany, 


By Cuaries Henry Hvusericu, of Berlin, Hamburg and The 
Hague, Counsellor-at-Law of the United States Supreme Court 
Bar ; and RicHarp KING, of London, Solicitor of the Supreme 
Court, England. 

SECOND SUPPLEMENT. 

Sequestration of Enemy Property.—The Ordinance of 26th 
November, 1914 (0), has been extended so as to apply to British 
(p) and Russian (7) business undertakings. 

By Ordinance of 5th January, 1915 (r), persons who acquired 
an interest in an enemy business undertaking between 26th 
November, 1914, and 65th January, 1915, are entitled to 
repudiate the transaction within one month from the date of 
receiving notice that the undertaking has been placed under 
sequestration. 

The word “ Undertaking” (Unternehmung) appears to have 
heen given a most sweeping interpretation. It applies not alone 
to commercial undertakings, but also to movable and immovable 
property. 

Enemy Goods in Customs.—The Ordinance of 15th October, 1914 
(u), providing for the seizure by the Customs authorities of goods in 
customs belonging to subjects of certain enemy states bas been 
abrogated in respect of persons domiciled in Belgium (vr). It 
is to be noted that the words of the law apply to the whole of 
Belgium, not alone to the occupied territories. 

Importation and Transit of Products of Enemy States. —By Ordi- 
nance of 11th February, 1915 (w), the Imperial Chancellor was 
authorised to'prohibit the importation or transit of products of 
the soil or industry of enemy states, and by Proclamation of 
12th February, 1915 (z), the import and transit of certain pro- 
ducts of Great Britain and France were prohibited, amongst others 
champignons, flowers, lobster, wine, sparkling wine, perfumery 
and cosmetics, silk goods, laces, silk dresses, women’s hats, cigar- 
ette paper, films, photographic dry plates. 

Stock Exchange Quotations.—An Ordinance of 25th February, 
1915 (y), provides that in respect of securities admitted on Ger- 
man stock exchanges, and in respect of which an official price 
has not been fixed, no public notices or publications can be made 
in regard to the price of such securities, nor statements 
shewing the prices at which such securities have changed 
hands in recent times. This also applies to foreign coins and 
notes, as well as to bills, cheques and payments to foreign coun- 
tries. It does not, however, apply to publications of prices 
prevailing in foreign stock exchanges (2). 

Keports of Companies, —By an Ordinance of 11th Februarv, 1915 
(a), the Imperial Chancellor was empowered to exempt public 
companies and Gesellschaften mit beschriinkter Haftung organ- 
ized during the war from publishing the ordinary notices in 
respect of organisations. 

Public companies, Kommandit-Gesellschaften auf Aktien, and 
Gesellschaften mit beschriinkter Haftung, whose property is 
situated entirely, or to a considerable extent, in foreign countries, 
or whose principal business is with foreign countries, 
may on application to the administrative authorities (Landes- 
Zentral-Behérden) be exempted from holding meetings of share- 
holders and the submission and publication of the annual reports 
and balance sheets. Certain of the large shipping companies 
have availed themselves of the privileges of this Ordinance (b). 

Moratory Legislation.—The Ordinance of 7th August, 1914 (c), 
providing that no suit could be instituted before 31st October, 
1914, in respect of a claim due to a natural or juristic person 
domiciled abroad, and under which the period of payment was 


(0) 59 SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 126 

(p) Ordinance of 22nd December, 1914, R.G. BI., 1914, p. 556 
(q) Ordinance of 4th March, 1915, Deutscher Reichsanzeiger, 10th March, 1915 
(r) B.G. Bi., 1015, p. 13. 

(u) 59 SOLICITORS JOURNAL, 126. 

(e) Ordinance of 4th January, 1915, R.G, BI., 1915, p.2 
(w) R.G. BL, 1915, p. 93 

(z) R.G. B1., 1915, p. 93. 

(y) R.G. BL, 1915, p. 111. 

(z) B.G. BI., 1915, p. 112. 

(a) B.G., Bi., 1915, p. 71. 

(>) Ordinance of 25th February, 1915, R.G. Bl.. 191 .p. 128 
(c) 50 SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 40, 66, 126, 





extended to 31st January, 1915, has now been extended so ag 
to fix the period of payment at 30th April, 1915 (7). 

The moratorium on bills of exchange drawn in a foreign coun- 
try which under the Ordinance of 10th August, 1914, was fixed 
at three months and by the Ordinance of 22nd October, 1914, 
was extended for a further period of three months, has now been 
extended for another three months. On such extended bills 
interest at the rate of 6 per cent. is payable on the principal and 
interest due at the end of the first six months (e). 

Under these Ordinances it has been held that Austria-Hungary 
is a foreign country (f). How the question whether a bill was 
drawn in a foreign country is to be determined is a matter of 
dispute (g). The plaintiff must at the time of bringing suit be 
resident within Germany(h) ; but where there are several plaintiffs, 
one of whom is resident abroad, the action is not suspended in 
relation to the domestic plaintiffs, unless the cause of action is 
indivisible (i). A partnership whose principal place of business is 
in England, and which has a German branch, may sue in respect 
of transactions with the branch, and is not subject to the foreign 
moratorium (j). So, too, a firm having its principal place of business 
in Germany may sue in respect of a debt due to a branch of the 
firm located in an enemy country (f). 

The question whether section 1 of the Ordinance of 7th 
August, 1914, prohibits a cross-action by the domestic defendant 
is affirmed by the Second Civil Senate of the Reichsgericht, and 
denied by the First Civil Senate of the same court (/). The 
Ordinance does not deny execution on a judgment already 
obtained (m), but the prohibition against the institution of a 
suit by a foreign creditor, or the continuance of pending actions 
is absolute, and the case cannot proceed even with the consent 
of the parties. The provisions are juris publici and cannot be 
modified by private agreement (n). 


The Ordinance of 4th August, 1914, exempting persons 
in actual military or naval service from suits, applies only to 
natural persons (0). Where one partner is entitled to the 
exemption, his privilege extends to the other partners (j). 50, 
too, where the managing director of a Gesellschaft mit 
beschriinkter Haftung, is in active service, the exemption 
extends to the company (7). Where the cause of action is 
severable, and suit is brought against several defendants, one of 
whom is entitled to privilege by reason of service, the suit is 
suspended only as to him and not as against his co-defendants (7). 


The Ordinance of 7th August, 1914 (s), corresponding roughly 
to the Courts (Emergency Powers) Act, has been held not to 
apply in favour of a subject of an enemy state. The Court of 
Appeal of Dresden (/) based its decision to this effect on the 
ground that, as the evident purpose of the Ordinance was to 
mitigate the economic loss to German subjects incurred by the 
war, it could not have been the purpose of the Legislature to 
extend its benefit to the subjects of states that contributed 
towards the bringing about of these losses. 


An Ordinance of 14th January, 1915 (u), provides for the 
appointment of curators ad litem for defendants absent on 
military service. 

The moratorium in respect of bills of exchange and cheques 

. . . . . y rn . 
prevailing in Alsace-Lorraine, East Prussia and West Prussia 


(d) Ordinance of 21st January, 1915, R.G. B1., 1915, p. 31. 

(¢) Ordinance of 18th January, 1915, R.G. Bl., 1915, p. 23, 

(/) Munich, 11th January, 1915. , . 

(g) ‘The place mentioned in the bill as the place of drawing determines. Landgericbt 
IIL., Berlin, 24th October, 1914. Contra Landgericht Karlsruhe, 16th September, 1914, 
holding that the actua! place determines. 

(A) Prussian Court of Appeal, 15th February, 1915, 

(é) Prussian Court of Appeals, 23rd October, 1914. 

(Uj) Munich, 26th November, 1914. 

(k) Hamburg, 12th February, 1915. . * 

(1) These cases may possibly be reconciled on the facts. Where there is no tationets 
connection between the action and the cross-action, and the same can be separated, 
only the action of the foreign plaintiff is suspended, Dresden, 25th November, 1915, 
and 29th January, 1915. . 1914 

(m) Prussian Court of Appeal, 19th November, 1914; Hamburg, 28th September, 19! 
Cp. Noeldeke, in 20 Dautechs Juristen Zeitung, 7. 

(n) Imperial Supreme Court, 22nd September, 1914. 

(o) Court of Appeals, Darmstedt, 7th January, 1915. 1014 

(p) Prussian Court of Appeals, 19th October, 1914; Hamburg, 19th November, 191 
Court of Appeals, Colmar, 16th November, 1914. 

(9) Court of Appeals, Hamburg, 6th October, 1914. 

(r) Court of Appeals, Hamburg, 2nd November, 1914. 

(s) 59 SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 40. 

(t) 22nd October, 1914. So also Hamburg, 24th November, 1914. 





(u) Ordinance of 14th January, 1915, R.G. BL., 1915, p. 17. 
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— 
4 (v), which under the Ordinance of 17th December, 1914 (w), was | was very much questioned at the time of the Irish Constitutional 
extended to Ist February, 1915, was extended to 31st March, | crisis of last year ; and the Government, by reinstating those officers 
id 1915 (2), and now to 31st May, 1915 (y). who refused to be coerced into fighting for a cause of which their 
oa Owing to the legal inability to enforce payment of lease te soldier's See, Pee af ee eee -_ Cot 
4 moneys and rents, owners of real property, whose financial application. depen Ms a re 
a tion was already a serious one prior to the war, have been Perhaps, if you have an opportunity of doing so, you will refer to 
sills ially affected by the moratorium existing in many cases in | the article by his Honour Judge Parry, which appeared in the Man- 
and favour of their lessees, and (o meet this particular case, an Ordin- | chester Sunday Chronicle, of 21st March, the conclusions arrived at 
am ance of 22nd December, 1914 (2), provides that an extension of | ' which are certainly good sense, whether they are good law or 
- six months may be granted by the court under the Ordinance of ———. on uainte ent the thiiees end 0 ‘on tl 
was ith August, 1914 (a), in respect of the payment of the principal | , culties, os eae a. wy a the outer of in onpaiiel ‘e 
r of appar ag debt, or of a judgment placed thereon. : ; absolved from punishment, by referring to the case of a spy, who is 
be imitation.—The period of limitation provided for in Articles | presumably acting on his superiors’ orders, but is shot without mercy 
‘ifs 196, 197, of the Civil Code has been extended until 31st | if discovered by the enemy. 
1 n December, 1915 (). I gather from the papers that, in France, enemy soldiers are being 
i Prize Law —Aluminium and nickel have been added to the = on trial and executed for looting, and also for using explosive 
a list of conditional contraband (c). _— As —_ ny sppear to Lg ag oo tg 
th . : oe of campaign, they can hardly be said to be done by individua 
pect It has already been pointed out that the Declaration of 4th | soldiers without authority from their superiors. Why, then, should 
eign February, 1915, is a military and not a legal measure. The enemy submarine officers and men, who, whether acting under 
a most important decision thus far rendered by the German prize | orders from their Government or not, murder defenceless women and 
the courts 1s that of 29th January, 1915, pronounced by the prize | children on the high seas—a much more serious crime, one would 
court in Hamburg in the case of The Glitra. It was held in think—escape punishment ; or why, as you state, adopting Sir H. 
this case that the owners of neutral cargo on board an enemy Poland’s views, should it be “impracticable to try belligerent 
7th vessel destroyed by the captor are not entitled to com ensation. | Pi Soners of war as criminals”? From the account of the sinking of 
lant ills deslsion ie contrary to the views expressed by the Ieading | irq afin"* it appears that the passage were deed on trom the 
7 é : nf 4 eating | submarine as they were entering the boats, and that the stewardess 
= on ~ gene gg tered “). The case has been appealed | and others were killed. If this is not murder, I should like to 
e Court of Appeals in Prize Cases, know what constitutes the crime. 
r¢ Again, why should it be assumed, in favour of persons who 
of a commit barbarities, such as occurred in the sinking of The Aguila 
ions Cc d that they were acting on the orders of their superior officers 1 Does 
sent orrespon ence. not the onus rest on the defendants to prove that such acts were 
t be ordered by the German Admiralty? None of the proclamations 
Remitter of Action to County Court issued by the German Government go beyond this, that, if the 
“RR : necessity arises, merchant vessels will be sunk without warning. 
‘ons [To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) Judge Parry also refers to the case of the franc-tireurs, whens in 
y to Sir,—On summons for judgment order was made “Leave to | !870 the Germans refused to recognize as combatants, as a precedent 
the defend, action remitted to county court, costs in action.” At the | Which may be used against them now. 
So, end of the eight days after order the action had not been entered | However this may be, surely in a war of this character, when we 
mit inthe county court. I made out defence and counterclaim and | * ® nation are fighting for our very existence against an absolutely 
delivered same before the district registry opened on the ninth day ; lawless and unscrupulous foe, who regards any concession as evidence 
oars sabsequently arranging with the plaintifis’ solicitor to withdraw it | °f Weakness, legal subtleties should be put on one side ; and the pro- 
a ws op his giving me an extension of tie till I get seven days’ notice. | Owncements which you quote, of Sir H. Poland and Professor 


Holland, should be regarded not only as unpatriotic, but mischievous 


re of have been told in several quarters that my procedure was un- | ! F 
in the highest degree, as tending to countenance and encourage the 





lit 1s necessary and the pleading probably a nullity ; but am not satisfied |!" % § 
s (r). about this. It is laid down that until transfer is effected by enter- | @¢Tman campaign of piracy and murder. 

hl ing in the county court, the action remains in the High Court, and Relying on the judicial impartiality with which you approach all 
ighly interlocutory orders can be made in the High Court ; moreover the | 1¥estions, [ trust you will find space for this somewhat lengthy 
ot Wo words “Leave to defend” cannot be quite without meaning, and le tter, and beg to sign myself, AUDI ALTERAM PARTEM, 
rt of they can only apply to the High Court. If the action is still in the [See observations under “ Current Topics.”— Ed. S.J.} 
1 the h Court, do not the rules as to default in defence apply ? 


us to j As the consequences of being in default might be serious 1 feel] [A correspondent is good enough to correct our quotation at p. 376, 














y the ustified in asking the opinion of your readers on the point. . ante, It should be, 7empora mutantur et nos—or nos et—mutamur 
re to T.J.P. [dn idtis, But he seems to be mistaken in ascribing it to Ovid.) 
vated 
‘Piracy and Warfare.” ‘ °° 
- - [To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) An Epitome of Recent Decisions on 
| Sir—In your issue of 20th March rj i 7 4 ’ 
} ; of 20th } you say, in dealing with } 
question, “ The trial for murder of a member of the enemy the Workmen S Compensation Act. 
“ues i i - if . 5 
ais eetsinly be futile questions which, whether difficult or not, would By Arrnur L. B. Tuesicer, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 
If, by this statement, you mean that the commander and crews (Cases decided since the last Epitome, Vol. 58, page 780.) 
: a aes who are some red handed in the act of (Continued from page 381.) 
urdering non-combatants, or against whom clear evidence of such 
igericbt crimes can be produced, are to escape punishment, I do not think (4) DECISIONS AS TO NOTICE OF ACCIDENT AND 
er, 1914) 9 are many people who will agree with you. CLAIM FOR COMPENSATION. 
: oF — that the argument, that a soldier, so long as he} Warrell v. James Russell & Sone (Limited) (C.A.: Lord 
ys the orders of his superiors, is to escape punishment, no matter Cozens-Hardy, M.R., Swinfen Eady and Phillimore, 
w abhorrent to humanity those orders may be, nor how barbarously L.JJ 26 % 1 27 h J 1 4th Feb ’ 
timate are executed, will bear examination. aan ae ae . 5 cememy oN eaenye 
parated, he doctrine of non-responsibility in the case of soldiers carrying 1914). 
er, 1915, out the orders of their superiors, or even of the Government itself Facts.—A socket-maker injured his finger with a hot iron on 24th 
ver, 1914 ? | September, 1913; he thought nothing of it then, and worked until 27th 
(RG. ioe a 55. September, when he was unable to hold a hammer, and had to give up 
ou Op codinonne of Sek tere Toak Bose se hy ebeiar qvs ct nolo Soom ihe desler, whisk be gyre to ta fermions 
x, 191 ch, ts: 7 0 got a m 0 s doctor, ¢ Bp gave & » 10) . 
. (2) B.G.BI., 1914, p. 543. ee Ca i Se The foreman said he would take it to the office. The finger had to be 


(@) 59 SoLicrToRs’ JOURNAL, 40, 1915. 
Ordinance of 22nd December, 1914, R.G.B., 1914, p. 543. 
jon of Lath December, 1914, R.G.BI., 1914, p. 509. 


amputated, and the workman was disabled for a considerable time. The 
county court judge held that the injury was trivial in its inception, and 
did not become serious until 27th September; if notice had been given 





Catal at eh saerecht (1915), p. 295 ; Schramm, Prigenrecht in seiner neuesten 


then he would have awarded compensation, but as it was not given until 
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29th September, the w rkman had not satisfied him that his employers 
had not been prejudiced in their defence ‘ 

DECISION 1 he judge was right (From note taken in court. Case 
reported W. N., 15th February, 1915, p. 69; L. T. newspaper, 13th 
February, 1915, p. 540.) 


C'oulson v. South Moor Colle ry Co. (Cc oo Lord Cozens- 
Hardy, M.R., Swinfen Eady and Phillimore, L.JJ., 
20th January and 4th February, 1915). 


Facts.—A coal hewer, in November, 1911, met with an accident 
which caused hernia; after resting for an hour he continued his work. 
Before his next shift the swelling had gone down. It reappeared four 
months later, and again nine months after that, but disappeared without 
his having to leave off work. On 27th Februray, 1914, he got worse, 
and consulted a doctor, and was incapacitated until Wth May. No 
claim for compensatior is made until 13th March, 1914. The county 
court judge held that failure to make a claim had not been occasioned 
by mistake or other reasonable cause, and dismissed the application for 
compensation 

DECISION The rkman had treated the accident as a trivial one, 
and for many mouths it had not caused him to lose’a single day's work, 
or occaslone d iny discomtort There was, therefore, reasonable cause 
for not making . m within six months of the accident (From note 
taken in court. Case reported Tunes, 5th February, 1915; L. 7’. news 
paper, 13th February, 1915, p. 339; L. J. newspaper, 20th February, 
1915, p. 92; i 20th February, 1915, p. 83.) 


Hayward v. Westleigh Colliery Co. (H.L Earl Loreburn, 
Lerds Atkinson, Parker, Sumner and Parmoor, 8th 
February, 1915) 

Facts.—A miner struck his knee on a coal tub on lst April, 1913; the 
skin was broken; he remained at home on 2nd April, but returned to 
work on the 3rd and rhe knee got worse, and he died of septi 
poisoning on pril Ihe miner's wife said she mentioned the fact 
of her husban« ‘ at the colliery on 8th April, but written notice 
was not given until 4th. The counts irt judge awarded com 
pensation, t ol Appe il held that there was no evidence on 
which he couk ! t that the 
defence by ( yi 

Decisio> T)} abitrato is to decide looking at al the tacts 
rhere is no presumption one way 
or the othe ‘ le s called by the employers to shew that 
they we ejudiced, and they were in a better position to give evidence 
on the point than tl vorkmat Phe finding of the arbitrator that they 
were 1 preji should not he disturbed Appeal allowed. (From 
note taken in cou Case reported Souicttrors’ JouRNAL, 13th February, 
1915, p. 269; 7 f 9th February, 1915; %. J. ne spaper, 13th Feb 
ruary, 1915, p. 79; 4. 7 vspaper, 15th February, 1915, p. 338; 


Ww. aN 15th February, 1915, p. 67.) 


employers were not prejudiced in thet 
tice 


whether the employer i judiced 


(5) DECISION AS TO REDEMPTION OF WEEKLY 
PAYMENTS. 
Price v. Westminster Brymbo Coal and Coke Co. (C.A.; Lord 
Cozens-Hardy, M.R Swinfen Eady and Phillimore, 
L.JJ., 28th January and 9th February, 1915). 


Facts.—A workman met with an accident, for which he was for some 
months paid weekly compensation. On 6th June, 1914, an agreement was 
come to between him and his employers for the redemption of the 
weekly payments for £85. On 12th June the agreement was sent to 
the registrar of the unty court to be recorded 
ybyection havi 
on 22nd June. The workman died intestate on 18th June from causes 
unconnected with the accident, and without leaving any dependants 
His daughter took out letters of administration, and the registrar gave 
her leave to substitute her name as applicant in the place of her father. 
The county court judge gave leave to issue execution against the em 
ployers for the redemption money. 

Dectston.—The judge was right From te taken in court. Case 
reported SoLicrror JOURNAL, 27th February, 1915, p. 31; Time 
10th February, 1915; \ 15th February, 1915, p. 69; L. 7. news 


notices, and, no obj 


paper, 20th February, 1915, p. 558; L. J. newspaper, 27th February, | 


1915, p. 106.) 


(6) DECISIONS AS TO INDUSTRIAL DISEASES. 


Wallis v. Andrew G. Soutter & Co. (Limited) (C. A.: Lord 
Cozens-Hardy, 
L.JJ., 27th January, 1915). 


Facts.--A workman was certified by the certifying surgeon to be 
suffering from lead poisoning on 15th July The employer appealed to 
the medical referee, who held, by a certificate dated 2nd September 
that the workm vas fering on 15th July, but had completely re 
covered by Subsequently the workman commenced 
, and the employers filed an answer, declaring 
vered by 2nd September \ medical assessor was 


eptember 
arbitration proceedi 
that he had re 
applied for, and when the parties came to court it was discovered for 








He sent out the usual | 
gy been received, registered the agreement | 


M.R., Swinfen Eady and Phillimore, 


the first time that the medical assessor appointed was the medical 
referee who had given the certificate of 2nd September. The workman 
objected, and asked for an adjournment, but the county court judge 
held that the gentleman had been appointed medical assessor by the 
Home Office, and on the employers refusing to adjourn, struc k the case 
out of the list. 

Dectston.—The case should have been adjourned and another assessor 
procured. It was not right that he should sit on an issue as to which 


he had already given an opinion. (From note taken in court. Case 


reported Soricrrors’ Journal, 20th February, 1915, p. 285; W. N., 
13th February, 1915, p. 68; L. J. newspaper, 20th February, 1915, p 
91; L. 7. newspaper, 6th March, 1915, p. 407.) 


Chuter v. J. J. Ford & Sons (limited) (C.A.: Lord Cozens- 
Hardy, M.R., Swinfen Eady and Phillimore, L.JJ., 
29th January, 1915). 
crs.—A plumber was taken ill on 22nd May, 1913. On Wth 

sary, 1914, he applied to the certifying surgeon for a certificate that 

was suffering trom lead poisoning. This was refused, and the 
plumber appealed to the medical referee, who made an order allowing 
the appeal, and fixing the date of disablement at 24th May, 1915. The 
plumber commenced proceedings for compensation, and the arbitrator 
found that the employers were debarred by the medical referee's 
decision from contending that he was not suffering from lead poisoning 
between 24th May, 1913, and 9th March, 1914, the date of his decision, 
but that the mere decision of the medical referee was not a sufficient 
certificate for the purpose of section 8 of the Workmen’s Compensation 

Act He stated a case for the opinion of the county court judge, who 

decided that the certificate was sufficient. 

Dectsion.—The certificate was conclusive as to the period between 24:h 

May. 1913, and 23rd February, 1914, when the case was heard by the 

certifying surgeon; and ag it was in the form set out in Form 15 in the 

egul ations as to certifying surgeons made under the Act, was a sufficient 
certificate within section 8. (#’rom note taken in court. Case reported 

W. N., 6th February, 1915, p. 53; L. J. newspaper, 20th February, 1915 

p 91; L. 7. newspaper, 6th March, 1915, p. 40/.) 


fimpson Vv. John Mowlem & Uo. (Limited) (C.A Lord 
Cozens-Hardy, M.R., Swinfen Eady and Phillimore, 
L.JJ., 29th January and Ist February, 1915). 

who had to handle cement in 1909 


hich Was 


Facts A buiider’s labourer 
contracted eczematous ulceration, an “‘ industrial disease,”’ 
due to his having done some groating. After three months he returned to 
vork, but on 1/th January, 1913, he contracted the same disease from 
the same cause. He was paid compensation by the respondents until 
March. He then did casual work until June, 1914, when he entered the 
mploy of another firm of builders. His work there brought him into 
ontact with dust from cement, and the disease reappeared. He claimed 
compensation from the respondents on the ground that the illness was a 
return of the ‘accident ’’ in January, 1915, and the county court judge 
made an award in his favour. 

Dectston.—There was an “‘ accident ’’ to the workman in June, 1914, 
for which his then employers could have been made liable, and they 
could have added the respondents as parties, and endeavoured to shew 
that the disease was contracted while the labourer was in the respondents’ 
employment. But as the last employers were not respondents in the 
present arbitration, nothing could be decided against them in their 
absence. Appeal allowed. (rom note taken in court. Case reported 


L.. 7’. newspaper, 13th February, 1915, p. 340.) 





Barron v. Seaton Burn Coal Co., Ba parte East Walbottle Coal 
(Co, (C.A.: Lord Cozens-Hardy, M.R., Swinfen Eady and 
Phillimore, L.JJ., 2nd February, 1915). 


Facts.—A workman who had been employed by five different firms in 
the last twelve months claimed compensation from his last employers for 
ompensation in respect of nyrtagmus, an industrial disease. The 
amount was agreed, and the employers served notices on the other four 
firms claiming contribution. Three agreed to pay amounts proportionate 
to the length of employment, but the fourth refused to do so, and asked 
the judge to hold an inquiry as to the facts, and so to fix the respective 
liabilities. The judge refused to do this, and made an award on the 
basis of the length of employment. 

Decision.—The judge was wrong; he must deal with the matter as 
with any other question in the arbitration, and decide the case on its 
merits From nole taken in court. Case reported SoLicirors’ JOURNAL, 
6th March, 1915, p. 515; V'imes, 3rd February, 1915; W. N., 13th 
February, 1915, p. 70; L. J. newspaper, 20th February, 1915, p. 92; 
L. T. newspaper, 27th February, 1915, p. 381.) ; 


(7) MISCELLANEOUS DECISIONS. 


| John Jones v. A. & G. Anderson (H.L.: Viscount Haldane, 


C., Lords Dunedin, Atkinson and Parmoor, 23rd Novem- 
ber, 1914). 
Pact \ workman received an injury to his eye; hie recovereu 
ntended that his earning capacity had been permanently affected )) 
the accident. The matter was referred by consent to the medical 
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referee, who reported that the workman was fit to return to his work. 
It was also proved that his old employers had offered him the work he 
was doing before the accident. The sheriff-substitute decided that the 
workman was not entitled to compensation, and refused to state a case. 
The Second Division of the Court of Session held that he was right, as 
no question of law arose for their consideration. 

Decision.—The award was not wrong in law on the face of it, and 
there was evidence to support the finding of the sheriff-substitute. The 
appeal therefore failed. (From note taken in court. Case reported 
Sotictrors’ JOURNAL, 26th December, 1914, p. 159.) 


Burnham v. Hardy (C.A.: Lord Cozens-Hardy, M.R., 
Swinfen Eady and Phillimore, L.JJ., 15th January, 
1915). 


Facts.—A wood-cutting machinist met with an accident to his hand, 
and proceedings for compensation were commenced in his name by the 
gamated Society of Wood-Cutting Machinists, his approved 
society. The secretary of the society admitted that the applicant had 
not refused to take proceedings; that he was anxious to do so, but had 
not the money. he county court judge thereupon dismissed the 
application, on the und that the approved society had not brought 
itself within section 11 (2) of the National Insurance Act. On Pnctems it 
wag argued that the society was a trades union as well as an approved 
society, and took the proceedings in the former capacity. 

Decision.—The judge was right, and the appellants were not entitled 
to raise on appeal a point on which no evidence was given at the 
arbitration. (From note taken in court. Case reported ZL. 7’. news- 
paper, 6th February, 1915, p. 313; Z. J. newspaper, 13th February, 1915, 


p. 79.) 


CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
House of Lords. 


SMITH +. D. DAVIS & SONS (LIM.). 15th, 16th, and 29th March. 


Workmen’s CoMPENSATION—WoRKMAN ReFusEs TO SUBMIT TO BE 
FurtHer ExaMinep—Proceepincs SuspenpED—Power TO Make sucH 
ORDER WHERE EXAMINATION 1s REASONABLE—WORKMEN’S COMPENSA- 
tion Act, 1906 (6 Ep. 7, c. 58), Schepute 1 (4). 

A workman refused to be further examined, alleging that he had com- 
plied with the obligation, so far as Schedule 1 (4) of the Act of 1906 
gave an employer any right to have a workman medically examined. 

Held, that under paragraph 4 a workman had to submit to examina- 
tion when it was reasonably requested by the employer, and there being 
no suggestion that the request was unreasonable in the circumstances of 
the present case, there had been a ‘‘ refusal,” and the proceedings had 
rightly been stayed. . 

Appeal by the workman against an order of the Court of Appeal 
(reported 7 B. W. C. C. 138). In January, 1911, Smith was inju by 
accident, so as to be entitled to compensation under the Act of 1906. 
The accident was admitted, and full compensation paid. In June he 
resumed work at his old wages, and worked till August in the following 
year, when he stopped work, owing to an illness not due to the accident. 
In June, 1913, he had recovered from this illness, which was Bright's 
disease, but as he claimed to be partially incapacitated by the old 
ucidental injury, he served his employers with a notice that, unless he 
could obtain from them some light employment, he must have full com- 
pensation under the Act. A week later he was examined by the 
employers’ medical man. On 10th September he filed his claim in the 
county court, asking for compensation from 12th August, 1912. The 
employers denied liability, alleging that he had recovered. On 22nd 
September the employers required him again to submit to a medical 
examination, this time by an independent medical practitioner, and as he 
refused, they moved in the county court for an order suspending proceed- 
ings unti) he complied with that requirement. The county court judge, 
his Honour Judge Bryn Roberts, sitting at Pontypridd, suspended pro- 
ceedings, and the Court of Appeal having affirmed his award, the 
workman appealed. On his behalf it was urged that the object of 
Lc Ange 4 was to enable an employer to come to a decision as to the 
validity of the claim when first put forward, and to decide whether to 
admit or dispute it; that under that paragraph an employer had no 
tight to require an examination by another doctor; that the provision 
for periodical examination by a doctor under paragraph 14 had no 
application, except where the workman was actually in receipt of weekly 
payments, which was not the case here, and that fact distinguished the 
present case from Major v. South Kirkby, d-c., Collieries (Limited) 
(57 Sorrcrrors’ Journat, 244; 1913, 2 K. B. 145, 6 B. W. C. C. 169), 
which the Court of Appeal wrongly held governed this case. 

Tx Hovse took time for cmnlaundion. 

Earl Loresvrn, after stating the facts, said the answer to the 
pare whether the county court judge had power to make the order 

subject of appeal depended upon the construction to be placed on 
paragraph 4, because paragraph 14 had really nothing to do with this 
tase. It was argued by the workman that the right of the employer to 

require the man to undergo examination by that rule was limited to a 

first examination. There was nothing, in his opinion, either in the Act 

ot in the good sense of the thing, to warrant any such limitation. 
paragraph 4 the workman must submit himself to examination 








when it was reasonably demanded by the employer. In the present case 
it was not suggested that the requirement was unreasonable, or that 
the learned county court judge, who was the person to decide, was 
asked to treat it as unreasonable. He had full power, and, no doubt, 
was perfectly right in making the order. The appeal must be dismissed, 
with costs. 

Lord Atkinson and Lord Parker read judgments to the same effect. 
Order accordingly.—CounseL, for the appellant, Leslie Scott, K.C., 
and A. 7’. James; for the respondents, Scott Fox, K.C., and Albert 
Parsons, K.C. Soticrrors, Smith, Rundell, & Dods, for Morgan, Bruce, 
d&: Nicholas, Pontypridd ; Bell, Brodrick, & Gray, for C. & W. Kenshole, 


Aberdare. 
(Reported by Ensxine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.} 


Court of Appeal. 


HAMPTON +. TOXTETH CO-OPERATIVE PROVIDENT SOCIETY 
(LIM.). No.1, 18th, 19th and 220d February ; 16th Mareh. 


Lire AssuraNce—INDUSTRIAL AND Provipent Soctery—ALTERATION OF 
Rutrs—Power 10 Pay Sum on Deatn or Memper, PROPORTIONATE 
TO Member’s ANNUAL AVERAGE PuRCHASES—PROVISION OF INSURANCE 
Funp—‘‘ Lirg Assurance Business '’—Assurance Companies ACt, 
1909 (9 Ep. 7, o. 49), s. W. 

A co-operative industrial and provident society, registered under the 
Industrial Societies Act, 1876, by an alteration in ita rules in 1911, 
authorized the committee to invest such suma aa the soc iety, in generad 
meeting, should vote from time to time out of the profits to form an 
insurance fund, out of which payments were to be made on the deathe 
of members, and their husbands or wives, proportionate to the average 
annual purchases of the member for the last three years before his 
or her death. Payments were made in accordance with this ane by 
the society, which had not made any deposit of funds with the Pay- 
master-Gene ral. 

Held (Phillimore, L.J., dissenting), that the society was not unlaw- 
fully carrying on ‘life assurance business "’ in breach of the Assurance 
Companies Act, 1 

Appeal from a decision of the Vice-Chancellor of the Palatine Court 
of Lancaster. The defendant society was established in 1891, and 
was registered under the Industrial and Provident Societies Act, 1876. 
In 1911 the rules were amended so as to enable the society to carry 
on the business of insurance as defined by rule 14 (a). This rule 
authorized the committee of management from time to time to inves! 
in any manner permitted by the society’s rules, or to appropriate out 
of such investments or the profits of the society, amounts to 
authorized by genera! meeting to form a fund for insuring the build- 
ings, fixtures and stock against losses by fire or otherwise; also for 
geno a sum to be paid on the death of a member, or a member's 
wife or husband, such sum to be proportionate to one year’s average 
purchases of the member from the society during the three years 
immediately preceding death. No = ng was to be made on account 
of any person who had been a member for less than twelve months. 
After this alteration of the rules, the society commenced to advertise 
that its members would be entitled to “free life assurance’’ and 
that it would pay, on the death of a member or the husband or wife 
of a member, 4s. in the pound in the case of a male and 2s. in the 
case of a female on the average twelve months’ purchases of the 
member. Certain sums were paid out of the profits on the death of 
members, and on the death of the husbands or wives of members. 
The plaintiff, a member of the society, then brought this action on 
behalf of herself and all other members of the society, claiming « 
declaration that the society was carrying on a life assurance business 
within the Assurance Companies Act, 1 ; that in so doing it was 
acting ultra vires, and that the society could not se on such business 
without first making the deposit of £20,000 with the Paymaster 
General required by the law. She claimed also an injunction to 
restrain the society from carrying on the business of life assurance, 
and an account of all moneys paid in respect of life assurance claims. 
The Vice-Chancellor held that the purchase-books or vouchers, adver 
tisements, membership cards and rules of the society, together con- 
stituted policies of assurance, and gave judgment for the plaintiff, making 
the declaration asked for, and giving liberty to apply for the injunc 
tion. The defendant society appealed. Cur. adv. vult. 

Tue Court allowed the appeal. 

Lord Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said it was necessary to consider the 
provisions of the Assurance Companies Act, 1909. It applied to every 
corporation carrying on within the United Kingdom life assurance 
business—i.e., the issue of or undertaking of liability under policies 
of assurance on human life. By section 30 (a) ‘‘ policy on human life” 
meant any instrument by which the payment of money was assured on 
death (except death by accident only), or the happening of any con- 
tingency dependent on human life, or any instrument evidencing a 
contract which was subject to the payment of premiums for a term 
dependent on human life. It was clear that a policy within the Act 
must be in writing, or at least be evidenced in writing ; the use of the 
word “instrument ’’ conclusively shewed this. The defendant society 
was an industrial and provident society duly registered under the Act 
of 1876. Its objects as defined by the rules were to carry on the trades 
of general dealers, both wholesale and retail. By rule 14 the net profits 
were to be applied in paying or providing for (1) expenses of manage- 





ment; (2) and (3) interest on capital; (4) depreciations; (5) ‘‘ such 





398 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. April to, 1915 








other sums as any quarterly meeting may vote for the objects of the 
society ’’; (6) a reserve fund for any purpose of public utility; (7) 
contingencies ; (8) 14 per cent. to the educational fund, and the balance 
to be divided among customers in proportion to their purchases from 
the society, non-members receiving at only half the rate of members. 
The for some years effected a collective policy with the Co- 
operative Insurance Society (Limited), to provide for members who 
should die, but no question arose as to this. It was thought, however, 
to be advantageous to drop that policy, and arrange for equivalent 
to be to out of the profits of the society, 
ind on 3lst October, 1911, new rules were passed to enable that to be 
{His lordship read rule 14 (a), and proceeded :] On 8th June 
heme was extended to provide for the payment of 2s. in the 
pound on purchases on the death of married women members or the 
ives of The new rules had been registered under the Act. 
\ person intending to become a member applied to the committee, paid 
£1 for a share, and received a membership card, in which his or her 
name was entered, and a registered number, together with a purchase 
hook. There no other document of any kind, unless the rules 
could be considered a document. That being the state of facts, his lord 
ship thought there was no carrying on of life assurance business within 
the Act. No policy had been issued, no premium was paid, and there 
was no obligation pn the society to appropriate any further sum to the 
insurance fund. The membership card could not be called a policy or 
** instrument evidencing a contract.’’ The arrangement was nothing 
more than an appropriation of income, or possibly of capital, which 
might at any moment be terminated by the general meeting. The deci 
on of the Vice-Chancellor, therefore, could not be supported, and the 
appeal must be allowed. His lordship, however, could not part from 
the case without referring to the advertisements and notices issued by 
the society, which were inaccurate, misleading, and improper, but was 
tlad to receive from counsel for the society the assurance that no such 
statements, offering ‘‘ free life assurance’’ would in future be made. 
Puittmore, L.J., delivered a dissenting judgment, in which he said 
ut he agreed with the contention which had been put forward that a 
portion of the price of every article purchased, being a portion of the 
excess of the price over cost price, was a premium paid to insure a 
sum at death, and that, notwithstanding the premiums might be paid 
for a short term only. His lordship referred to Nelson v. Board of 
Trade (49 W. R. 590), where it was held that a portion of the price 
paid for tea was a premium for insuring the payment of annuities to 
idows. It was said, however, that the defendant society was not 
carrying an insurance 14 (a) could be 
rescinded amended by a 1 special meeting 
ven days | 
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passed. Contingent life assurance was none the less life assurance. 
The Act required that the undertaking of liability should be by a 
policy, but a policy, even when issued in an illegal or insufficient form, 
was none the less a policy for the purposes of the Act. If the docu 
ment was unstamped, or if the name of the assured was not expressed, 
the society could not rely on these additional illegalities as a defence to 
the charge that it was illegally c irrying on business without having an 
adequate insurance fund. Various documents had been suggested as 
constituting the policy, and his lordship thought that the members’ 
hare-book, which he described. The society in times past 
had effected an insurance for their but it insured them 
He thought the ippeal failed 

Joyce, J., delivered judgment allowing the appeal.—Counser, P. 0 
Lawrence, K.C., and J. Rutherford; CC. BE. Jenkina. K.C.. and HF. 
Vather. Soricrrors, Hyman Isaace, Lewis, & Mille. for Herbert J. 
Davia d- Co., Liverpool: Carruthers d&- Collinson. Liverpool. 


(Reported by H 
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Layororp Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.] 


PONTEFRACT CORPORATION v. LOWDEN AND OTHERS. 
No, 2. 24th and 25th March. 


CorporaTION—COUNCILLOR—ACCOUNTANT ELECTED Mayvor—SaLe or HIS 
Business In CONSIDERATION oF A Yearty Sum—PayMents To CEASE 
1 Purcnasers Ceasep to Act as ACCOUNTANTS FOR CORPORATION 
PAYMENTS IN Fact Mape—Dvuty Owep to Corporation—CLam TO 
Recover Payments as Money Hap anp Recetvep—Muwnicrpar Cor- 
poration Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vict. c. 50), s. 12 (1) (ec). 


L. acted ag accountant and rate collector to the Corporation of P. 
He was elected mayor in 1904, and thereupon assigned his business to 
his son and another, the consideration for the sale being (inter alia) a 
payment of £150 a year for five years, if so long the purchasers should 
continue to act for the corporation. Payments during five years were 
made to L. in accordance with the terms of the deed. In 1913 L. died. 
The corporation brought this action against his executora, claiming 
that the £750 paid to the deceased was received hy him to their use 
contrary to the duty owed by him to them, and therefore recoverable 
aa money had and received, or alternatively that it was in the nature 

f a bribe. 

Held, that there } dence that L. acquired the profit in ques 
tion in the course of or by means of his position aa agent of the cor 
poration, nor that the money he received was in any sense a bribe. 

Decision of Bray, J., in favour of the defendants, afirmed. 


Application by the plaintiffs, the mayor, aldermen and burgesses of 
the Borough of Pontefract for judgment or a new trial in an action tried 


wee no é@ 





| that the money he received was in any sense a bribe. 


before Bray, J., and a special jury at Leeds Assizes. The defendants 
were the executrix and executors of Stuart Lowden. On 9th November, 
1904, Stuart Lowden, who had held certain public appointments unde; 
the Pontefract Corporation, was elected mayor of Pontefract, and on 
that day his son, 8S. M. Lowden, and subsequently one Arthur Gibson, 
were appointed jointly to these appointments in his place. On 16th 
January, 1905, Stuart Lowden assigned by deed his businesses of 
accountant and rent collector to his son and to Arthur Gibson in con 
sideration of a payment of £150 per annum for a period of five years, 
to be paid ‘“‘out of the said businesses,’ and a further sum of £150 
per annum for a like period ‘‘ out of certain public appointments,” but 
this latter payment was to cease in the event of those public appoint 
ments being abolished by reason of any change being made by the 
corporation. The payments secured by the deed were paid regularl; 
for five years. In September, 1913, Stuart Lowden died, and the 
plaintiffs brought this action, claiming £750 from the defendants as 
money had and received by the deceased to their use contrary to the 
duty owed by him to them. The jury found that the deceased acted 
contrary to the duty he owed the corporation by entering into the 
deed of January, 1905, and that he knew it or ought to have known it 
Bray, J., however, held that he could neither treat the payments as 
a bribe nor as a profit made by the deceased in any employment by 
the corporation, and gave judgment for the defendants. The plaintiffs 
appealed. 

Bucktey, L.J., in giving judgment, said it must be remembered that 
the deceased had taken no part whatever in the appointment of his son 
and Gibson to the offices they held under the corporation, nor did he 
continue them in office. The jury had found that he knew tnat he 
was doing wrong when he entered into the agreement of January, 1905, 
and no doubt he was wrong in a sense under the Municipal Corpora 
tions Act, 1882. The father became disqualified for his position as 
mayor by becoming directly or indirectly interested in the employment 
of these persons by the corporation. But that was not the question 
this court had to decide. The question they had to decide was whether 
the corporation were entitled to recover £750 paid as a consideration 
of the sale of the father’s business out of the receipts from the appoint 
ments under the corporation. To that claim there was the simple 
unswer, that there was not the slightest evidence that the father 
acquired the profit in question in the course of or by means of his 
position as agent of the corporation, nor was there the slightest evidence 
The decision 
appealed from must be affirmed. 

Picxrorp and Bankes, L.JJ., gave judgment to the like effect 


| Appeal dismissed with costs.—Counsen, for the plaintiffs, Scott Foz, 


always the contingency, | 
that no vote altering the system would be | 





K.C., 
K.C., 
Walter d 
Rentleys 


and Waddy; for the defendants, Gore Browne, K.C., Waugh, 
and Shepherd. Soricrrors, Ward, Bowie, Porter, & Co., for 
BE. H. Foster, Leeds; Blundell, Gordon, & Co., for Carter, 
d: Gundill, Pontefract. 

[Reported by Ersxrxe Rep, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


te ARBUTHNOT. ARBUTHNOT v. ARBUTHNOT. Sargant, J. 
26th January. 


Construction—CommMon Form ‘‘Horcupor’’ Cravse—‘ ALL 
Sums in Deravutt or Direction To THE CONTRARY’ 
SETTLEMENT ON MARRIAGE OF THE SON—COVENANT BY TESTATOR IN 
SeTrTLeMENT TO Pay £300 pen ANNUM—FOLLOWED By DIRECTION THAT 
Sucu Sums are Not to se Broveut into Account By Son—CopiciL 
Arren Dare or SetrLement Conrrrminc Witt—Wutts Act, 1837 (7 
Wi. 4 anp 1 Vict. c. 26). 


Where a will provided that moneys given by the testator to any child 
on his or her marriage or otherwise for his or her advancement or 
establishment in life’’ should “in default of any direction to the 
contrary in writing under my hand”’ be taken in or towards satiafaction 
of the child’s share of residue, and “‘ brought into hotchpot and 
accounted for accordingly,’ and subsequently on the marriage of a 
child an annual sum was given ‘‘ not to be taken in satisfaction of any 
in residue, and the testator, after the date of the settlement, 
made a codicil by which he (inter alia) confirmed his will. 

Held (1), that the hotchpot clause was not invalid as being contrary 
to the provisions of the Wills Act, 1837, since on one construction tf 
only required to be brought into hotchpot sums answering a particular 
deacription—i.e., sums ‘‘as to which’’ there was no provision to th 
contrary, and accordingly that these moneys under the settlement wer 
not aubject to the clause. (2) That the confimation of the wil by ' 
codicil of later date than the date of the settlement shewed the testator * 
intention to be that these sums should not be brought in 

Clause 27 in Key and Elphinstone’s Precedents in Conveyancing, | 
I1., p. 892, 10th ed., considered. 


One of the questions in this case was whether certain specific sums 
of £300 a year, paid to one of the testator’s sons since the year 1911 in 
pursuance of a covenant in that behalf on the part of the testator, 
contained in the said son’s marriage settlement, ought to be brought into 
hotchpot and accounted for under the directions in the testator s will. 
The testator, by his will and codicils, divided his residue among eleven 
of his children. and the hotchpot clause provided that whatever he should 
give to his children on their marriage or otherwise for their advance 
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ment or establishment in life should, in default of any direction to the 
contrary in writing under his hand, be taken in or towards satisfaction of 


their shares. On the marriage of his son Kenneth the testator coven- | 


anted to pay him £300 a year, and declared that the sums paid under 
that covenant should not be taken in or towards satisfaction of his 
share. The settlement was dated 25th April, 1911, and on 29th August, 
1912, the testator made a codicil (inter alia) confirming the provisions 
of his will. The declaration that these sums of £300 were not to be 
brought into account was contemporary with and formed part of the 
settiement. The hotchpot clause was the common form clause to be 
found on page 892, of vol. II., of the last (10th) edition-of Key and 
Elphinstone’s Precedents, and three contentions were put forward in 
support of the view that these sums should be brought into hotchpot : 

he general principle of the clause is that everything is to be brought 
in in default of any direction to the contrary, and such direction would 
have to be in testamentary form to satisfy the Wills Act, 1837; (2) 
the gift of £300 a year on marriage must be for the recipient’s advance- 
ment in life if both conditions are required by the clause; (3) To read 
it as excluding these amounts would be to alter the language and make 
the direction to the contrary part of the description of the sums of 
money which it is not in the clause. It would have to be read “all 
sums of money as to which I fave given no direction to the contrary,”’ 
and not as is the natural meaning as it stands at present, ‘‘ all sums, 
etc. . » . unless [ direct to the contrary.’’ They referred to 
Singleton v. Tomlinson and Others (3 App. Cas. 404). 


Sarcant, J., said: A question has arisen whether certain specifi 
sums of £300 a year, paid to the testator’s son Kenneth since the year 
1911, pursuant to the testator’s covenant in Kenneth’s marriage settle 
ment, ought to be brought into hotchpot and accounted for under the 
directions in the testator’s will. The testator had thirteen children, and 
by his will and codicils his residue was given to eleven of them. The 
codicils confirm the will and bring it down to date. [His lordship read 
the material parts of the will and settlement, and continued’:] The 
settlement was made after the first codicil but before the second one 
When the testator covenanted to pay the sums in question he attached 
a condition to them, and there was a contemporary declaration that they 
were not to be brought into account. There are three grounds on which 
it has been contended that these sums should not be brought inte 
account, and I think some, if not all, of these grounds are right. The 
first is that the sums are not moneys to which the general language of 
the hotchpot clause applies; that they are not moneys in the nature of 
capital, or permanent sums in the nature of advancement or establish- 
ment in life such as the clause contemplates. I incline to take this 
view, but as the point is not absolutely clear, I will deal with the other 
points. The second ground is that the sums are not within the hotch 
pot clause, because the testator only directs to be brought into hotchpot 
sums which answer a particular description, that is to say, sums 
advanced free from a declaration to the contrary. The clause is well 
known and appears in recognised precedent books, and I shov'd be slow 
to hold it bad if there is a permissible construction which makes it 
good. Now in my judgment, not only is the construction which reads 
the words as descriptive a permissible construction, but it is the only 
true constriction. And accordingly, on this ground also, the sums in 
question are outside the category of advances to which the clause applies. 
The third ground is that, in view of the date of the second codicil, the 
will and codicils as a whole were really made after the time when the 
advances were made, and specifically exclude them. This again mainly 
turns on the question whether the words are words of description. 
Coming to the conclusion that they are, I think that the fact that the 
second codicil was made after the settlement renders it still clearer that 
these sums are excluded from liability to be brought into hotchpot. I 
accordingly make a declaration that these sums are not to be brought 
into account in the distribution of the residuary estate.—CounsEL, 
R. H. Hodge; Mark L. Romer, K.C., and Cecil V. Turner; W. R. 
Sheldon; A. M. Begg. Soxscrrors, for the plaintiff, Francis 4: John- 
son; for the defendants, 2. F. Turner & Sons; C. Maconchy; Stibbard, 
Gibson, da Co. 

[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law_] 


Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 
IN PRIZE. 


“THE PANARIELLOS,” SirSamuel Evans, P. 15th and 23rd March. 


Prize Law—TRADING WITH THE ENEMyY—NevuTRAL Vesset—SuHIpPEeRs A 
French Company—Carco OricinaLty Destinep ror GERMANY— | 
Lusitiry ro Capture AND ConFIScATION OF PRopERTY oF ALLIES 
ALLEGED TO HAVE BEEN TRADING WITH THE ENrFMy. 


On the outbreak of a war in which a belligerent has allies, the citizens 
of all the allied States are under the same obligations to each allied 
State as its own subjects would be to a single belligerent State with 
relation to intercourse with the enemy. 


Where such illegal intercourse is proved between allied citizens and 
the enemy, their property engaged in such intercourse, whether ship or 
cargo, is subject to capture by any allied belligerent, and is subject to 
condemnation in that belligerent’s own prize court. 
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LAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY. 


No. 15, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON, W.G 
ESTABLISHED 1853 
Capital Stock .. _ o= -— £400,000 
Debenture Stock on eon os £331,130 
| REVERSIONS PURCHASED. ADVANCES MADE THEREON. 
Forms of Propesal and full infermation ean be obtained at the Society's Ofess. 
G. H. MAYNE, Seerstary. 





Semble.—ZV'he prohibition against intercourse with the enemy extends 
to intercourse of all kinds, and not only to commercial intercourse. 


In this case the Crown claimed the condemnation of the proceeds of 


sale of 1,020 tons of silver lead shipped by the Compagnie Frangaise 
des Mines de Laurium in the Greek steamship Panariedlos, and con 
| signed to Beer, Sondheimer, & Co., of Frankfurt, on the ground that 
| the transaction involved trading with the enemy. The facts were as 
| follows :—In pursuance of a contract of 9th May, 1914, the Laurium 
| Company sold in July last to Beer, Sondheimer, & Co., 1,020 tons of 
silver ore, f.o.b. Ergasteria in Greece, and at the request of the German 
company chartered 7he Panarielios under a charter-party, dated 10th 
July, for a voyage trom Ergasteria to Antwerp and Newcastle, Load- 
ing began on 29th July, and the ship sailed on 11th August—a week 
after a state of war had existed between the Allies and Germany. 
She put into Swansea, where the cargo was seized, and was eventually 
sold for £15,507, and the proceeds were paid into court. A claim 
had been put in by Beer, Sondheimer, & Co., but it had been with 
drawn, and the Crown accepted the Laurium Company's view that 
the property in the goods remained in them. Counsel for the Crown 
submitted that the Laurium Company should have refused to allow 
the ship to sail from Ergasteria, and that in carrying out the contract 
they were trading with the enemy, and therefore the goods or their 
proceeds were liable to be condemned. Counsel for the French claim- 
| ants submitted that no offence had been committed, and called Baron 
Jules de Catelin, the managing director of the Laurium Com 

pany, who said that he knew that the silver lead was going 
to Newcastle, where it was to be sold to Newcastle merchants. 
When the war broke out he telegraphed to the captain of 7'he Panariellos 
to know if it was possible to stop, but the captain did not stop, and 
later the witness had the vessel diverted to Swansea instead of letting 
her go to Antwerp, where another parcel of goods was deliverable. On 
22nd August he had an interview with the manager of the London 
| agency of Beer, Sondheimer, & Co., which was still carrying on 
business-——apparently with the consent of the British authorities. It 
was closed by order on 23rd August As that interview came to 
| nothing, and as he had the bills of lading, he sold the cargo to Messrs 

Enthoven & Co., of Gracechurch-street, who resold to a Newcastle firm 

Meanwhile the cargo had been seized, and it was to the firm in New 

castle that the Procurator-General eventually sold the cargo The 
Laurium Company was now being sued in Greece by Beer, Sondheimer, 
& Co. for not carrying out the contract to deliver at Newcastle. He 
submitted that these goods were in a neutral ship, consigned from a 
neutral port by an ally, for sale in Newcastle. M. de Catelin had 
acted with perfect propriety throughout. Cur. adv. vult. 

Sir Samuren Evans, P. (in the course of his judgment), said :—The 
case raises for the first time during the present war the question of the 
liability to capture and confiscation of property of citizens of an ally, 
who are alleged to have had commercial intercourse with or to have 
been trading with the enemy ‘fhe following general propositions ean, 
I think, be established :—First, when war breaks out between States, 
all commercial intercourse between citizens of the belligerents ipso facto 
becomes illegal, except so far as it may be expressly allowed or licensed 
by the head of the State. Where the intercourse is of a commercial 
nature, it is usually denominated ‘‘ trading with the enemy.’’ This 
proposition is true also, I think, in all esserttials with regard to inter 
course which cannot fitly be described as commercial. Secondly, on 


the outbreak of a war in which a belligerent has allies, the citizens of 


all the allied States are under the same obligations to each allied State 
as its own subjects would be to a single belligerent State, with relation 
to intercourse with the enemy. Thirdly, where such illegal intercourse 
is proved between allied citizens and the enemy, their property 
engaged in such intercourse, whether ship or cargo, is subject 
to capture by any allied belligerent, and is subject to condemnation, in 
that belligerent’s own prize courts. Fourthly, when such intercourse 
in fact takes place, the property of the persons engaged in it is con 
fiscable whether they were acting honestly and with bona fides or not 
See, as to the first proposition, The Hoop (1 C. Rob. 196, at pp. 200, 
216). There is no doubt that the rule exists in all its force at the 
present day. In the view I take of the facts of the present case, there 
was a commercial intercourse between the claimants and the enemy 
which amounted to a “ trading with the enemy.’’ But lest the higher 
and final tribunal might think otherwise, and adopt the argument for 
the claimants that there was no actual “ trading with"’ the enemy, I 
will deal further with the more general and fundamental conception 
of the illegality of intercourse with the enemy apart from the element 
of commerce. and falling short of the act of trading. In The Coamopolite 
(4 C. Rob. 8) Lord Stowell states the rule in quite general terms; and 
in Christopher Robinson’s note to this case is cited a passage from the 
Black Book of the Admiralty (the origiril of which is the most 
precious possession. entrusted to the President for the time being of this 
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Division) as follows :—‘‘In the antient practice of the Court of 
Admiralty (says the editor) we find it laid down : ‘Item, soit enquis 
de tous ceux qui entrecommunen!, vendent, ou achatent, avec aucuns 
des ennemis de Messieur le Roi sans licence especiale du Roi, ou de 
son Amiral.’—Black Book, page 76."" Inthe United States the Supreme 
Court has given a very wide range to the “ intercourse’’ which is pro 
hibited by the rule which we are dealing with. See The Rapid (8 
Cranch, 155) and The Julia (ibid, 181). It remains to note a 
rule of a correlative nature, that whatever intercourse, commercial, 
trading, or otherwise, is prohibited, the same obligations are 
laid upon the citizens of an ally as upon the subjects of a single 
belligerent State, and the same penalties of confiscation fall upon allied 
citizens as upon such subjects on non-observance of the obligations. 
So intimate and imperative are the neutral duties of allies 
bound to each other by sacred and solemn bonds to fight a common foe, 
that I believe the true rule to be that whatever intercourse with an 
enemy is prohibited by international Jaw, no relaxation whatever can 
be allowed by one State in favour of ite citizens which can affect the 
confederate State unless expressly sanctioned by the latter. Finally, 
it is clear that the rule must be enforced and confiscation decreed 
whether a person engaging in the prohibited intercourse acts innocently, 
in good faith, and in pursuance of advice honestly believed to be sound, 
or of licences or permissions honestly believed to be valid. The 
authorities for this are numerous. The Hoop in itself would be suffi- 
cient. The fact of actual intercourse ig the determining factor. 
Innocence of intention is no answer. If there has been an infraction 
of the rule, however innocent, the court must apply the consequences 
of decreeing confiscation. And after reviewing the facts in detail, the 
President concluded : The facts are sufficient to shew that in respect 
of the cargo of 1,020 tons of silver lead there was commercial inter- 
course and a trading aft»r the war between the present claimants and 
citizens of the enemy. The cargo was sold by arrangement between 
the Marshal and the claimants, and the proceeds, amounting to about 
£16,000, are now in court. Applying the principles deduced to the 
facts proved, I have no alternative but to declare that the cargo was 
confiscable, and to decree the condemnation of the proceeds as lawful 
prize. The President fixed £250 as security for the costs of appeal.— 
Counsei, Sir Stanley O. Buckmaster, 8.-G., and G. W. Ricketts, for 
the Crown; Butler Aspinall, K.C., and R. A. Wright for the Laurium 
Company; W. N. Raeburn held a watching brief for the London house 
of Beer, Sondheimer & Co. Sorscrrors, The Treasury Solicitor ; Rehder 
& Higgs; W. A. Crump & Son. 
[Reported by L. M. Mar. Barrister-nt-Lew,] 


New Orders, &c. 


War Orders and Proclamations, &c. 


The London Gazette of 2nd April contains the fcllowing appoint- 
ment of the War Compensation Commission : 


The War Compensation Commission. 


The King has been pleased to issue a Commission under His Majesty's 

Royal Sign Manual to the following effect :— 
GEORGE R.I 

Georce THE FirtH, by the Grace of God, of the United Kingdom of 

Great Britain and Ireland and of the British Dominions beyond the 

Seas King, Defender of the Faith, to 

Our trusty and well-beloved : 

Henry Edward Duke, Esquire, one of Our Counsel learned in the 
Law ; 

Sir James Thomas Woodhouse, 

Sir Matthew Gemmill Wallace, 














Knight ; and 
Knight, 
Greeting 

Whereas We have deemed it expedient that a Commission should 
forthwith issue to inquire and determine, and to report what sums (in 
cases not otherwise provided for) ought in reason and fairness to be 
paid out of public funds to applicants, who (not being subjects of an 
enemy State) are resident or carrying on business in the United King- 
dom, in respect of direct and substantial loss incurred and damage 
sustained by them by reason of interference with their property or 
business in the United Kingdom through the exercise by the Crown 
of its rights and duties in the defence of the Realm : 

Now know ye that We, reposing great trust and confidence in your 
knowledge and ability, have authorized and appointed, and do by these 
Presents authorize and appoint you the said Henry Edward Duke 
(Chairman); Sir James Thomas Woodhouse ; and Sir Matthew Gemmill 
Wallace to be Our Commissioners for the purpose of the said inquiry. 

And for the better effecting the purpose of this Our Commission, We 
do by these Presents give and grant unto you full power to call before 
you such persons as you shall judge likely to afford you any informa 
tion upon the subject of this Our Commission ; and also to call for, 
have access to and examine all such books, documents, registers and 
records as may afford you the fullest information on the subject, and 
to inquire of and concerning the premises by all other lawful ways 
and means whatsoever. 

And We do by these Presents authorize and empower you to visit 
and personally inspect such places as you may deem it expedient so to 
inspect for the more effectual carrying out of the purposes aforesaid. 
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And We do by these Presents will and ordain that this Our Com 
mission shall continue in full force and virtue, and that you, Our said 
Commissioners, may from time to time proceed in the execution thereot, 
and of every matter and thing therein contained, although the same be 
not continued from time to time by adjournment. 

Provided that, should you deem it expedient, the powers and 
privileges hereinbefore conferred on you shall belong to, and may be 
exercised by, any one or more of you. 

And Our will and pleasure is that you do, from time to time, report to 
the Lords Commissioners of Our Treasury, under your hands and seals, 
your opinions upon the matters herein submitted for your consideration 

Given at Our Court at Saint James's, the Thirty-first day of March, 
one thousand nine hundred and fifteen, in the fifth year of Ow 
Reign. 

’ By His Majesty’s Command 
R. McKenna. 





Copyright in the United States. 


We printed recently (ante, p. 274) the Order in Council of 3rd Feb- 
ruary extending, on certain terms, the Copyright Act, 1911, to literary, 
dramatic, musical and artistic works of citizens of the United States. 
The Order was made on the understanding that provision would be made 
in the United States for protecting there the musical works of British 
subjects against mechanical sepeedediien. 

This has now been done by the following Proclamation :— 


COPYRIGHT—GREAT BRITAIN. 
By THe PResiIpeNnt or THE UNITED STaTes OF AMERICA, 
A PROCLAMATION. 


Whereas it is provided by the Act of Congress of March 4, 190%, 
entitled ‘‘An Act to Amend and Consolidate the Acts Respecting 
Copyright,” that the provisions of said Act, ‘“‘so far as they secur 
copyright controlling the parts of instruments serving to reproduce 
mechanically the musical work, shall include only compositions published 
and copyrighted after this Act goes into effect, and shall not include 
the works of a foreign author or composer unless the foreign state o1 
nation of which such author or composer is a citizen or subject grants, 
either by treaty, convention, agreement, or law, to citizens of the 
United States similar rights ”’ : 

And whereas it is further provided that the copyright secured by 
the Act shall extend to the work of an author or proprietor who is a 
citizen or subject of a foreign state or nation, only upon certain condi 
tions set forth in section 8 of said Act, to wit : 

(a) When an alien author or proprietor shall be domiciled within 
the United States at the time of the first publication of his work ; or 

(b) When the foreign state or nation of which such author or pro 
prietor is a citizen or subject grants, either by treaty, convention, 
agreement, or law, to citizens of the United States the benefit of copy 
right on substantially the same basis as to its own citizens, or copy 
right protection substantially equal to the protection secured to such 
foreign author under this Act or by treaty; or when such foreign 
state or nation is a party to an international agreement which provides 
for reciprocity in the granting of copyright, by the terms of which 
agreement the United States may, at its pleasure, become a party 
thereto : 

And whereas it is also provided by said section that ‘‘ The existence 
of the reciprocal conditions aforesaid shall be determined by the Presi- 
dent of the United States, by proclamation made from time to time as 
the purposes of this Act may require” : 

And whereas satisfactory official assurance has been given that, by 
virtue of, the authority conferred by the British Copyright Act, 1911, a 
British Order in Council has been issued of even date with this Pro 
clamation directing :— 

1. That “the Copyright Act, 1911, including the provisions as to 
existing works, shall. subject to the provisions of the said Act and of 
this Order, apply— 

(a) to literary, dramatic, musical and artistic works the authors 
whereof were at the time of the making of the works citizens of 
the United States of America, in like manner as if the authors 
had been British subjects : 

(b) in respect of residence in the United States of America, in 
like manner as if such residence had been residence in the parts 
of His Majesty’s dominions to which the said Act extends. 


Provided that— 

(i) the term of copyright within the parts of His Majesty's 
dominions to which this Order applies shall not exceed that con 
ferred by the law of the United States of America : 

(ii) the enjoyment of the rights conferred by this Order shall 
be subject to the accomplishment of the conditions and formalities 
prescribed by the law of the United States of America : ‘ 

(iii) in the application to existing works of the provisions of 
Section 24 of the Copyright Act, 1911, the commencement of this 
rae shall be substituted for the 26th July, 1910, in subsection 

(b).”” 

2. That ‘‘this Order shall apply to all His Majesty’s dominions, 
colonies and possessions with the exception of those hereinafter named. 
that is to say :—The Dominion of Canada, The Commonwealth of Aus 
tralia, The Dominion of New Zealand, The Union of South Africa. 
Newfoundland.”’ 
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3. That “‘this Order shall come into operation on the first day of 
January, 1915, which day is in this Order referred to as the commence 
ment of this Order. 

And the Lords Commissioners of His Majesty's Treasury are to give 
the necessary Orders accordingly. 

Now, therefore, I, Woodrow Wilson, President of the United States 
of America, do declare and proclaim that one of the alternative cond: 
tions specified in section 8 (b) of the Act of March 4, 1909, now exists 
and is fulfilled in respect to the subjects of Great Britain and the 
British dominions, colonies and possessions, with the exception of 
Canada, Australia, New Zealand, South Africa. and Newfoundland. 
and that such subjects shall be entitled to all the benefits of section 1 
(e) of the said Act, on and after January 1, 1915. 

In testimony whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and caused the 
seal of the United States to be affixed. : 

Done at the City of Washington this first day of January. in th 
year of our Lord one thousand nine hundred and fifteen, and of 
Independence of the United States of America the one hundred and 
thirty-ninth. Wooprow Witson. 

By the President : W. J. Bryan, Se retary of State. 















The following are further Emergency Statutes (5 Geo 


5) recently 
passed :— 






CHAPTER 24. 
Injuries in War (Compensation) Act, 1915. 

An Act to provide for the grant of pensions and other allowances to 
certain persons in respect of disablement due to causes arising out « 
the operations of the present war, whilst they are employed afloat in 
connexion with the telegraph and postal services, and to 
dependants, and for purposes connecte 1 therewith 

{16th March, 1915 








thei 






Be it enacted, &c. : 
1. Provision of pensions and other allowances t 
conne Trion w th the laying and repairing of 
during the present war. | 





persons disabled in 
submarine cables. de 
(1) His Majesty may by Order in Council 
frame a scheme as to the pension and grants, and other allowances in 
the nature thereof, to be paid to persons in respect of disablement 
suffered by them and attributable to causes arising out of the 
of the present war— 





ope rations 





(4) whilst they are employed afloat by or under the Postmaster 
General, or in pursuance of any agreement made by the Postmaste: 
General with other persons, in connexion with the laving. instal 
ling, repairing, and operating of submarine cables and telegraphic 
{including wireless) apparatus ; or 

(6) whilst they are being carried afloat to or from any pl 
where they are about to be ol have been employed in connexi n 
with such purposes ; or ° 

(c) whilst they are employed afloat by the Postmaster-General on 
duties in connexion with the 
parcels ; 

and in the case of their death te their widows and other dependants. 

(2) The Order shall specify the persons to whom the Order applies 
and the conditions under which it becomes applicable, and may 
persons not in the direct employment of the Postmaster-General 

(5) A person to whom any such Order in Council applies shall not, 
hor in the case of his death shall his widow or other dependants or his 
personal representatives, in respect of any disablement suffered by him 
to which the Order in Council applies, be entitled to any compensation 
under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906 [6 Edw. 7, ¢. 58], or t 
any compensation or damages at common law or under the Employers 
Liability Act, 1880 [43 & 44 Vict. c. 42], or any other statute. or to 
any gratuity or any superannuation or other allowance under the Supe 
annuation Acts, 1834 to 1914, except so far as the Order in Council 
ttherwise provides. 







ce 






conveyance or sorting of letters and 







brie ile 










(4) All pensions, grants, and other allowances 
be paid out of moneys provided by Parliament 

(5) An Order in Council under this Act may provide that the Orde: 
thall have effect as from the third day of August, nineteen hundred 
and fourteen, and any such Order in Council may be revoked ot 
by a subsequent Order 

(6) For the purposes of this section disablement "* means disabl 
ment by personal injury, or by sickness; but disablement shall not b« 
treated as attributable to causes arisinz out of the operations of 
present war by reason only that the employment in which the disal 
_— was, or was about to be, or had been, engaged was employment 
or purposes connected with the present war. 

2. Short title.) This Act may be cited as the Injuries in War (Com 
pensation) Act, 1915. 


under this Act shall 






varied 















CHAPTER 35 
7 D4 - 
Naval Marriages Act, 1915. 

An Act to provide further facilities for the marriage of officers ei 
and marines borne on the books of any of His M ijesty’s ships durin 
the continuance of the present wat [16th March, 1915 
Be it enacted, &e. : 

1. Relaxation during the present war of the law a2 to the place wher 


Mral marriages may be adkemnized.|—Where, during *the continuance 








the parties to an intended marriage is an 
flicer, seaman, or marine borne on the books of one of His Majesty s 
hips, and the parties to the tended marriage have duly fulfilled all 
ns re juired by law for enabling them to be married in any 
parti a! pl e of worship or in any particular district in the Uniited 


of the present war, one ol 


| Kingdom, then, if the officer eaman, or marine obtains from the 
| othceer com nding the ship n whose books he is borne a certificate 
}that «¢ i to the exivencies of the pul lic service the officer, seaman, 
lor marine cannot be allowed to proceed to that place of worship or to 
| that district, the marriage may be lawfully slemnized or contracted 
lin any other iilding in the United Kingdom in which marriages may 
| lawfully be solemnized or contracted, as though the parties thereto 
had duly fulfilled all the conditions required by law for enabling them 
lto be married at that buildis Pri led that where apart from the 
lab provision the marriage could not have been solemnized elsewhere 
than i j rshiy ta parti uv denomination, nothing in the 
| id pr isk be ! rnuead ithorizing the solemnization of the 
| mars se el here than in such pla worship 
a i th validity i coertif fe / bli fion of bannea 
r notice fw jt W her ~ duri * the continuance of the present 
var, one of the parties to an intended mart is an officer, seaman, or 








marine borne on the books of one of His Majesty's ships, any certificate 
of the publication or proclamation of banns or of notice of marriage 
issued for the purpose of the intended marriags shall, notwithstanding 
invthing in any other Act, continue to be valid for twelve months, and 
the marriage may accordingly be lawfully solemnized or contracted at 
ny time vithin th se twelve months 

3. (one n and short titlh 1) This Act shall be « mistrued as 
\Vlarriages Act, 1908 18 Edw 7, c. 26 
(2) This Act mav be cited as the Naval Marriages Act, 1915 


The Irish Bar and the War. 


The following letter appeared in the V'imes of the 7th inst 

Sir,—Lists have been published in your columns of some 800 barristers 
at present serving with his Majesty's forces, but suc h lists have only 
included members of the English bar. It is a pity that a similar list 
ould not be compiled for Ireland. I should say that the Irish bar 


numbers about one-fifteenth of thes English bar, and the same propor 
tion would probably prevail between the respective fractions who are 
actually pract sing barristers. Over seventy members of the Irish bar 


and the proportion is best ascertained by exam 


e at present servi 
ini ; th circuit lists The highest percentage is obtained by the 
N« rth We Circuit with fourteen out of fifty The Munster Circuit 
has tl | ‘ number serving, and comes second in the percentages 
th seventeen out of eighty-nine [he Connaught Circuit has five out 
f thirt iree nd the Leinster Circuit three out of forty-five; the 
North-East Cir t has seven out of 106. When it is remembered that 
OO px t. ¢ the circuiteers ar beyond military age, these figures 
ppear even creditab! Probably the best Insh record is that of 
Kerry Sessional Bar, which numbered eleven when the war broke 
ut Of tl . eleve three re Ove military age and seven of the 
ithe ! ith the colour Yours faithfully, 


Aw Irisu BARRISTER 


Law Students’ Journal. 
The Law Society. 


The s d te vill commence on Monday, 12th April, on whi h 
nd ‘ vy d the Pr i! vill be in his room tor the purpose 
{ sé students , desire to enter for*the lectures and classes 
Lhe sub ts to be taken lil be for final students (1) Contracts (Dr 
Ilart); (2) Probate, Ecclesiastical and Admiralty Law (Mr. McNair); 
Ss { Is (My MeNau andl for inter nediat student (1 
} Rea I’; 1} Personal and Rights in 
Ir kK \l Ba La f Crimes (Dr. Burgin); (4 
tru \ ! \i Dich I here ill also be revision classes im 
l | Proy MeNai and Practice of Convey 

I 13 ( IL} ® n Roman La vill be mtinued 

m iast t rm, md a ( se on Constitutional La will be 
TTL 
Stucle | { be ¢ 1 under th . iption rder should 
mmut e P ! i er than the first day of term 
full particu d pic f the prosp. and time-table may be 
i ied | iD uv t I's 
Intendin: lidates are reminded that entries for the forthcoming 


Jaw Students’ Society. 


lixtvi or Le w Intrer-Cotvectare Law Stupents’ Socrery.-- 
\tam ! Duesd St! larch, 1915, at Univer ity College 
Mr. R. F. J ident, in the « r), the anbje for debate was 


Phat Pul I iti lL] is not La Mr. R. H. Gregorowski 


opened in the affirmative md Mi E. M Sealy in the negative The 





er ee eee 
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following members also spoke :—Messrs. E. M. Duke, H. F. Silver- 
wood, O. W. Godwin, P. A. Wood, M. T. de 8. Amexesekera, G. R. 
Blake, and G. E, O'Dell. The leaders replied, and on the motion 
being put to the meeting it was lost by six votes to five. 


Obituary. 
Mr. Walter Gladstone May. 


Mr. Walter Gladstone May, of Moss Hall House, Ballard’s-lane, 
Finchley, died after a short illness on the 31st ult., at the age of fifty- 
three, to the great sorrow of a large circle of friends by whom he was 
greatly respected. The late Mr. W. G. May, who was a well-known 
solicitor of Copthall-avenue, E.C., and London Wall, came from an 
old legal family. He was a son of the late Mr. James May, of Bethnal 
House, West Ham, was a great-nephew of Lord Chief Justice May of 
Ireland, and a descendant of Admiral Sir William May. Through 
Lord Chief Justice May the family trace their descent from an old 
Irish family, and their legal connections date from James the First 
without a break. 

Unostentatious in disposition, the deceased gentleman bore a genial 
and kindly nature, which endeared him to all he came in contact with. 
The funeral took place amidst every token of sympathy on Saturday 
last at St. Marylebone Cemetery. A service was first held at Christ 
Church, Finchley, of which Mr. May had been churchwarden for 
several years. The officiating clergy were the Lord Bishop of Chelms 
ford, the Rev. Laporte Paine, Vicar of Christ Church, the Rev. H. C. 
Phillipson, Vicar of St. Barnabas, anl the Rev. D. W. Bentley, Vicar 
of St. Mary’s, Plaistow. The large assembly present included the 
Rev. Clarence May, of St. Anne’s, Soho (son), Mr. William Phené Neal 
(Deputy Alderman of the City of London and H.M. Lieutenant of the 
City) and Mrs. Neal (brother-in-law and sister-in-law), Lieutenant 
Stuart Gathergood, 4th Battalion City of London Royal Fusiliers 
(nephew), Mrs. Terry Horsey, Mr. G. Tucker (Ward Clerk of Broad- 
street), Mr. C. L. Hooton (deceased's fellow churchwarden), and all 
the sidesmen of Christ Church. The corfége was received at the church 
by a contingent of Boy Scouts of St. James the Less, Bethnal Green 
(of which the Rev. C. May was formerly scout-master), and later 
attended at the grave, giving the salute during the burial. There was 
a large number of choice floral tributes. 


Legal News. 


Appointments. 

Sir Tuomas Rotts Warrincton, who has been a judge of the Chau 
tery Division since 1904, has be2n appointed a Lord Justice of the 
Court of Appeal, in succession to Sir Henry Burton Buckley, who has 
resigned. ; 

Mr. Rosert Youncer, K.C., has been appointed a Judge of the 
Chancery Division, in the place of Mr. Justice Warrington, who has 
been appointed a Lord Justice of Appeal. 


Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 


Henry Ceci. Geare and Arruur WILLIs, solicitors (Geare & Willis), 
51, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. March 31. [Gazette, April 2 


Arrnur Cooke Coote and Franx Fraser Happock, solicitors (Coole 
& Haddock), Horsham and Crawley. June 30. Such business will be 
carried on in the future by the said Frank Fraser Haddock. 

[Gazette, April 6. 


Change of Address, 


Messrs. Copurn & Co., of 54, Leadenhall-street, E.C.. inform us 
that on and after the 8th inst. their address will be 11, St. Helen's 
place, Bishopsgate, E.C. 


General. 


Complaint is being made by moneylenders of the operation of the 
Courts Emergenty Powers Act, which, it is alleged, is being used by 
borrowers as a cover for flagrant dishonesty. A moneylender stated 
recently to a representative of the Times that he had on his books 
several cases of people who, having contracted loans, refused to pay, 
relying on the Act, although their incomes had not suffered in the 
slightest. Nevertheless in a number of instances county court judges 
had refused to make any order, although the debt had been admitted 
and there had been ample evidence of means The complaint was 
directed against the man with an assured income who repudiated his 
liabilities under the shelter of the new Act. The direct consequence 
was that moneylenders were now unwilling to undertake any new 





business without the fullest security and were frequently turning away 
applicants whom formerly they would have been glad to accommodate. 


The Spanish official Gazette publishes a decree prohibiting the export 
of iron, steel, fodder, sulphate of ammonia, aluminium, tin, sulphur, 
antimony, rubber, olein, and mineral oils. ‘The export from Holland 
of soft yellow and green soap has been prohibited. 


According to the Deutsche Juristenzcitung, says a Reuter's message 
from Amsterdam, dated 2nd April, 1,472 German lawyers up to the 
present have been killed on the battlefields, among them seven university 
professors, 313 Government officials, judges, and public prosecutors, and 
1,152 solicitors. 


“East Ham assumed on Ist April the dignity of a county borough, so 
severing its connection from the Essex County Council. The Act 
(4 & 5 Ueo. 5, c. iii.) making this alteration received the Royal Assent 
on 30th April last. The borough was incorporated in 1904. It has a 
population of about 135,000, and its rateable value is just over £550,000. 


At the Liverpool Coroner’s Court, on Monday, a soldier, the father 
of a child on whose body an inquest was being held, refused to remove 
his regimental cap. The coroner requested him to take it off, but he 
replied that he was not allowed to do so except as a prisoner or in the 
presence of royalty. The Coroner: Well, you are in the presence of 
the representative of royalty. I must really ask you to remove your 
cap. ‘Lhe soldier protested that he was right, and was allowed to wear 
his cap throughout the hearing. The Coroner said that the man was 
wrong. He was glad to find him showing such spirit, but it was a pity 
he was so obstinate. 


At the Central Criminal Court on 31st March, Thomas Cokeley, 24, 
labourer, was found guilty of breaking and entering the premises of 
Mr. Walter Lester, a tailor, in Burdett-road, and stealing cloth value 
about £100. The prisoner denied the theft, and declared that some 
answers given in his favour at the police-court did not appear in the 
depositions. Judge Rentoul said he had over and over again expressed 
the opinion that there should be a shorthand writer at each police- 
court, and he hoped that the day would come when that would be so. 
Police court depositions were written in longhand by the magistrate’s 
clerk, who took down as much of the evidence as he could. 


Mr. R. Wallace, K.C., in charging the Grand Jury at the London 
Sessions on Tuesday, said the calendar was the lightest known in the 
history of the county. The number of prisoners for trial was just one- 
fifth what it was three or four years ago. They all recognized the 
causes that had brought that happy result—a result at which every 
lover of his country must rejoice. The main cause had been the 
shortening of the hours during which drink could be obtained. The 
last two hours of the day were the most fatal in connection with crime 
in London, and the closing of the public-houses at 10 o'clock had un- 
doubtedly produced a wonderful result. Mr. Wallace's statement, says 
the Vimes, was, on the whole, borne out by the mumber of Bank 
Holiday charges at the police-courts on Tuesday. At Bow-street, for 
example, there were only 16 cases, the smallest number for a day fol 
lowing Bank Holiday within the recollection of the officials. At 
Willesden there was not a single charge of drunkenness. At most of 
the other courts the number was below the normal, though there were 
some exceptions, as, for instance, at the Tower Bridge Court, where 
cases of drunkenness are reported as showing ‘‘ a substantial increase 


The Bishop of Birmingham, in his monthly letter to his diocese, pleads 
for restraint in the treatment of prisoners taken from German sub- 
marines. He writes :—We cannot cease our efforts until we have 
accomplished our work, but we shall continue to fight as gentlemen, 
though our opponents may use the methods of the assassin. It is this 
feeling which makes me so anxious that we should treat even such of 
our prisoners as have been engaged in what we think piracy and ui 
worthy work with restraint. It is not that I do not understand the 
longing to wreak vengeance upon those who have done dirty work, but 
I confess I dislike the rather gloating way in which some people suggest 
that the men who have been engaged upon the so-called German * block- 
ade’ should be treated and tried when captured as felons. I would 
rather that England retained a spirit of misunderstood chivalry than 
that she should copy the methods of her opponent. Circumstances 
enable me to ascertain the feelings of sailors and soldiers in this matter, 
and I venture to say that were this question left to a tribunal of men 
of both services they would scout the kind of cheap revenge vhich is 
popular with some persons. 


The text of the American Note to Germany regarding the sinking 
of The William P. Frye by The Prinz Eitel Friedrich has n wv, says 
a Reuter’s message from Washington, dated 5th April, been published 
It is of the briefest character, and is confined chiefly to a recital 
of the legal aspects of the sinking of the ship. It suggests as repara- 
tion the satisfaction of the entire claim for £45,61C with interest 4 
from 28th January, the date of the sinking of the vessel. The items 
of the claim are as follows :—Value of ship, £30,000; actual freight 
as per freight list, £7,950; travelling and other expenses of the ship's 
captain and others in connection with the making of affidavits, &e., 
£100 ; personal effects of captain, £60; damages due to depri\ at n of 
use of ship, £7,500. The Times adds the following note > The 
William P. Frye, a four-masted steel sailing ship, was sunk in the 
South Atlantic on 27th January while on a voyage from Seattle to 
Queenstown with a cargo of 5,200 tons of wheat valued at just under 
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£60,000. The ultimate destination of the wheat was believed to be 
Liverpool. Eventually it was established to the satisfaction of the 
United States Government that the cargo was not American-owned 
when the ship was sunk. The American Note to Germany was, there- 
fore, expected to ask only for payment for the vessel’s hull. 


Mr. Thomas Mountain, the Grimsby coroner, has just completed 
twenty years’ service in that office, and last week, following an in 
quest, the jurors presented him with a gold-mounted umbrella as a 
souvenir. Two of the jurors present acted at the first inquest Mr. 
Mountain held, and have so acted at Most of the 2,000 which he has 
conducted during his period of office. 








The directors of the Alliance Assurance Company (Limited) have 
resolved to declare at the annual general court, to be held on 28th 
April, 1915, a dividend of twelve shillings per share (less income tax) 
out of the profits and accumulations of the company at the close of the 
year 1914. An interim dividend of five shillings per share (less income 
tax) was paid in January last, and the balance of seven shillings per 
share (also less income tax) will be payable on and after 5th July next. 








The public are cautioned to be sure of obtaining the genuine 
“Oxford ’’ Sectional Bookcase, as exhibited at ‘‘ Ideal Homes’”’ and 
other exhibitions, particulars of which may be obtained free from the 
sole inventors and manufacturers, William Baker & Co., Oxford. 
Avoid imitations, which, although similar in name and general appear- 
ance, are quite differently constructed, of inferior finish, and more 
expensive. The ‘‘ Oxford ’’ is only genuine when connected with the 
name of WittiAm Baker & Co.—(Advt.) 


Herrinc, Son & Daw (estab. 1773), surveyors and valuers to 
several of the leading banks and insurance companies, beg to announce 
that they are making a speciality of valuations of every class of pro 
perty under the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. Valuation offices: 98, 
Cheapside, E.C., and 312, Brixton-hill, 8.W. Telephone : City 377; 
Streatham 130.—(Advt.) 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date. EMERGENCY APPEAL Court Mr. Justice 
RoTa. No. 1 


Mr. Justice 
JOYCE, NEVILLE. 
Mr. Church Mr. Jolly Mr. Goldschmidt 
Greswell Bloxam [ 


ea 
Jolly Goldschmidt Borrer 
Bloxam Farmer Greswell 


Mr. Justice 


WednesdayApril 7 Mr. Bloxam 
Thursday .... 8 Goldschmidt 
tn “inn © Leach 
Saturday .... 10 Borrer 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
, Eve. SARGANT. ASTBURY. YouncER, 
Wednesday April7 Mr. Synge Mr. Farmer Mr. Leach Mr. Greswell 
Thursday .... 8 Farmer Church Borrer Jolly 
Gresweil Synge Bloxam 
Goldschmidt Leach Jolly Synge 


ny «cies © Church 
Saturday ... 10 


—_—_—_—— 


HIGH COURT.—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Easter Sirrincs, 1915. 
Notices Retatinc ro tHe Cuancery Cause Last. 

Mr. Justice Joycr.—Except when other business is advertised in the 

aily Cause List, Actions with Witnesses will be taken throughout the 

Sittings. 

Mr. Justice WArRINcTON.—Except when other business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List Mr. Justice Warrington will take his business 
as announced in the Easter Sittings Paper. 

Mr. Justice Nevitxe will take his business as announced in the Easter 
Sittings Paper. 

Mr. Justice Eve will take his business as announced in the Easter 
Sittings Paper. 

Liverpool and Manchester Business.—Mr. Justice Eve will take 
Liverpool and Manchester business on Thursdays, the 15th and 29th 
April, and 13th May. j 

Mr. Justice Sancant.—Except when other business is advertised in 
the Daily Cause List, Mr. Justice Sargant will sit for the disposal of 
His Lordship’s Witness List throughout the Sittings. 

* Mr. Justice Astpury.—Except when other business is advertised in 
the Daily Cause List, Mr. Justice Astbury will sit for the disposal of 
His Lordship’s Witness List throughout the Sittings. 

Summonses before the Judge in Chambers.—Mr. Justice Warrinc 
Tox, Mr. Justice Nevitte and Mr. Justice Eve will sit in court every 
Monday during the Sittings to hear Chamber Summonses. ; 

Summonses Adjourned into Court and Non-Witness Actions will be 

td by Mr. Justice Warrixctoy, Mr, Justice Nevitte and Mr. 


Motions, Petitions and Short Causes will be taken on the days stated 
in the Easter Sittings Paper. 


Norice wiru Rereresce ro THE Caancery Wrrness Lists. 


During the Easter Sittings the judges will sit for the disposal of 
Witness Actions as follows :— 

Mr. Justice Joyce will take the Witness List for Joyce and Eve, JJ. 

Mr. Justice Sarcant will take the Witness List for WarrincTon 
and Saraant, JJ. 

Mr. Justice Astsury will take the Witness List for Nevitts and 
Astsury, JJ. 


Cuancery Causes ror Triat on HEARING. 
Set down to Ist April, 1915. 


Before Mr. Justice Joyce. In re The Guardianship of 
ants Act , 1886. 
Retained Matters. Infants \ . 18) 
(Appeal from the County Court of 
Adjourned Summonses. Lancashire, holden at Liverpool). 
In a Settlement In Camera. 


Gwyer v Graham , . , 7 
1 : , “ In re The County Courts Act, 
me ge > rn ee 2 1888 and In re The Guardian- 
a. — * ship of Infants Act, 1886 and 


Purchaser Act, 1874 : ; ene 
In re William Houghton, dec In re G B Smith & E B Smith, 
. infants. 


Houghton v Houghton 
Thornton v Thornton Causes for Trial without Witnesses 
Duke & Earl of Sutherland, dec and Adjourned Summonses 

Lawley v Chaplin , . In re Simpson Coutts & Co v 
In re Bowman, dec Secular So Church Missionary Soc 

v Bowman In re Thorngate’s Settlement 

Petition, Churcher v Attorney Gen 

. lara “4 o oY. 

Mead v Osborne a —* Brinsley 

Motions. Dunn v Morgan 
Palmer v Pearl Assce Co In re Souta Mining Co id 
Snevd v Angell Steuart v The Company 
Russian (Smieloff), &e, Co Id In re Mary Goodson, dee Theo- 

- ; Trial bald v Theobald 

Causes for trial. In re M Anderson, dec Storr v 

Mallett 
In re G Keeler, dec In re H 

Keeler, dec Keeler v Keeler 
In re Smart, dec Duncanson v 

Butcher 


Graham's 


Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 


Steiner v Steiner 
Davies v Evans 
Leon v Slomnicki 
Osram Lamp Works ld v Pope's : . 
Electric Lamp Co ld (not before Smith Vv Pearman : 
April 27) In re Snape, dec Elam v Phillips 
In re Niel Ryrie ld Harben v In_ re David Richardson, dec 
Niel Ryrie Id Richardson v Richardson 
Richards v Aberdonia Cars ld In re Andrew Robson, dec 
Brazil Ry Co v Schroder Russell v Robson 
Loughborough v Roberts In re William Bacon, dec Cotton 


Blanckensee v Dunn Vv Bacon 
Melville v Melville In re Cursham, dec Cursham v 


Moore v London County Counci Cursham 

Lone Back id : “Walters : In re J B Smale, dec Smale v 

H Blacklock & Co v C Arthur Smale a 
Pearson ld In re W 8 Lindsay's Estate 

Acock v Hudson . a v fom 
. ‘ohns . C fhite v Coware 

, — ile In re Maison Collier ld Millon v 

London City & Midland Bank y The Company ; 
Forman ~ In re P L Saunders, dec Saun- 

Baker v The Middlesbrough ders v Saunders 
Theatre ld In re Metallurgique Id L’Auto 

Horlick’s Malted Milk Co v Sum Metallurgique (Société Anony- 

merskill me) v The Company Id 

The Universal Winding Co v In re Stevens Waddington v 

teorge Mattersle , Sons Stevens 

Halecy”s Wolfe lis mali In re Collins Collins v Johnson 

Cohen v Cohen & Weenan Moren v McCutchan 

Cohen v Cohen In re David Roberts, dec Roberts 

Daws v_ Kingston v Roberts 

Mutual Benefit Building So In re Alfred Robinson, dec Whit 

In re Endell Motor Agencies ld field v Robinson 

Stones v The Company In re E 8 James, dee 

Ellis v Kislingbury Mould 

In re James Barber, de Companies (Winding Up) and 

v Barber Chancery Division. 

Brown v Gray Companies (Winding Up) 

Petitions. 

Timor Oilfields Id (petn of R H 
Silley—ordered on Oct 13, 1914, 
to stand over generally) 

John Riley & Sons Id (petn of F 
B Smart—ordered on Dec 15, 
1914, to stand over generally) 

Chilian Eastern Central Ry Co ld 
(petn of A Delimele—s o from 
Jan 12, 1915 to June 15, 1915) 


Permanent 
Bullock ¥ 


Barber 


_-—-— 


Before Mr. Justice Nevmte. 

Retained Witness Actions. 
Hall v Litchfield 
Smith v Barton & Pearman 
In re Mary Goodson Theobold v 


Theobald 








__THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. April 10, 1915. 


- 
—_—_—- 








Paraguay Central Ry Co ld 
of Frederick J Benson & Co 
s o from Jan 12, 1915 to Apr 
13, 1915 

Cunningham ld (pet of 

Henley s Telegraph Worl { 
Id s o from March 9 1915 to 
April 13 1915 

Otto Id (petn of Ha 

s o from Mar 
April 13, 1915 

United Cinemas | 
mont Co Id 
16, 1915 to 


=. 3% 


ind o1 


Lenox 

to April 
Angio 4 

petn 

March 

1915 
(rreat 

petn 

Mar 

1915) 
Provincia é 

W Webb 

1915 
Motoblo c 

Wallace 

1915, to April 
Oven By 
John G 
Mar 


Coke 
(petn of 
s o trom 
April 27, 1915 

Colombian Dredging 
No d peti I 
& ant 

Argentine Unio 
f EA Eva 

Electr 


B vibed Syndi 
Gas Light 
South fy 
tion Syn 
Onslow 
Wiseman 
Smeator Hans 
Premier Exploration 
of Basinghall Svndix 
Dunbars Proces d 
k ns Bros 
Allman & Sor id pet 
Allman 
“ Standard Newspa} 
of S Straker & Sor 
Agnes Consolidated Mir 
petn of Curtis’s & Ha 
International Salt Co ld 
John M. Hendersor 
Rubber Produce Age 
of Neame & Co) 
Owners Co 
Assoc Id 
Id) 


& 5 


ope! at 


petn 


Stal Explor it s id & reduced 
Wanderer (Selukwe) Gold Mines 
ld & reduced 


Petition ) mhrm 
Objects 
Newhavet (ia & Ce 


i 


Petition (to confirm Re 
tion of Capital 
Steam Digg ( 


Cooper g . 
June | », 1914, t 


ordered on 


stand over generally I re ‘ G 


Petition (to sancti Schen 


Arrangement) 


William Coleman's Ordina ’ WT 


bine 
Shares ld (petn of H W Cutting ! 


(petn ordered on 


e Andrew By 


ra) tur 


March 3, 1914 


generally 


Without 
urned 
May 


} 


nay 
Trustee v 





an ©) 


ompat \ 


& Co ld 


& adj 


vrne 


Summon 
cle May 


wend 


~ Settiement 


Carter 


Wit 


\ 


In re 


Millard v 


Diep] e, de 


Winterborn, de: 
nte rbor n 


Annie 

v W 
John Tucker, dec Jenkins 
stees of G H Tucker 
Don , cle Donne v Donne 
H I. Hall, de Hall Hall 


, ae John “ott 
rufnell v 


ouston 


V Me xon 
Mitchell 
peland v 
Harrisoi a Har 
\ttorney-Gen 
Aare Ran 


! 
dall’s ment 


rurney 
Mutual 
pn 
tCK & i ock'’s Con 
& In re Vendor and Pur- 
1874 
mas Reece, de 
on v Benson 
n re LM H_  Soutl 
Carte: Hungerford 
In re Da enport, de 
Martin 
In re ( ustle, dec 
Sinden 
In re J Isaac Smith, 
v Rowden 
Samuel Rave 
taven 
W Marsden ale 
V Mat den 
George Eld, de 


Insce ld v Pon 


Wilkin 


Wright v 
ynolds Vv 
Cleeton 
Mait 
Hings 


’ Liddle v 
lracy 
In re William Woolger, de 
Woolge 
nson, Blake & Co 
s & Co ld 
Cla 
rustee v Clavering 
In re Brett, dec Brett v 
Jarrott v Ackerley 
In re Wilberforce Tribe, dec In 
re E S Tribe, de Tribe v 
Dean, &c., of St Mary-in-Truro 
In re Prioleau’s Settlement Prio 
leau Milward 
In re Samuel Greenslade, dec & 
In re, Mary dec 
Swallow v 
Stafford v Southwood 
In re Breach’s Settlement 


v I ay let 


Gates 
v Grant, 
Publi 


vering, det 


Evans 


Cire enslade, 
Greenslade 


tefore Mr. Justice 
Retained Matters 
Witnesses 


SARGANT 


tions vith 
arp v Stratton 
v John 
te jrewery Co Id 
ril 20 


Tad 


fixed for 


Smith's 


Ap 
From Mr. Justice Swinren Eapy’s 


List. 


Kinematograph Co 


Speer and Rodgers 


Natural Color 
Id vy 
generally 

B wth 
rally 

Carter du Cros s o generally) 

Hill v Gorton s o generally) i 

Adjourned 

Ii ré Phillips, de 
London Joimt Stock 
pt hd o generally) 

In re John Hemmings, dec Hem 
mings v Cunningham (s o gen- 
erally) 


vv illiamson 


Summonses. 
Phillips v 


Bank Id 





Tayler | 


Prestige v Lea 
Trusts 


In re Fish, de 


In re Billings Billings y 


mt et eet te —s £8 


Metrop litan , 
Wandsworth vy Lord As! e 
& ors 

In re Charles B Tayl I dec I 
Taylor v Dixey 

Green v Eastern Palm Est 
Trading Syndicate 


— 


Motions (by order 


Pond v 1 avlor (s o gener 
Sant & anr v Cambrian Syn 
ld 
In Court (as Chamber 
In re Courts (Emergency P 


Act. 1914 and In re The ) 
National ; 
E 


oot ap 


Provincial Bank of 
ugland (for April 19 
for Trial. 
Witnesses. ) 
In the Matter of the Pet 
Right of Lady Frances Bushby 
& ors 
In re F 


Symes 


With if 


Causes 


tion of 


A Symes, dex Symes | 
: s oO generally) 
Ciibson v Oborne 
Benning v Oakden 
Haywood v Seeley 
Parslow v Sir Joseph Caus & B 
Son Id & ors 
Columbia Graphophone Co v W H 
teynolds Id (not before May 1 
Parkes v Hancock H 
Athawes v Athawes 
Blandford v Brown 
Ashton v Ashton Cs 
Vine v Wenham 
Collins v Bowdage In 
Coilins v Bowdage & ors 
Mills v Mills In 
Preston v Alexander (transferres 
from King’s Bench Division H 


(8s O ener 


Before Mr. Justice Astbui In 
Retained Matter 
Adjourned Summonses. 

In re E J Brand, dec Royal Ex In 
change Assce Vv Attorney Gen 

In re Hewett’s Trusts Hewett v In 
Eldridge | 

In re L Goodson, dec Jheobald v In 
Theobald | 


In re Storey Storey v Storey 


In re General J R Jones 
Trust Charteris v Jones 
In re James Robertson’s Trus 
Vickers v Fleming A 
In re F W Grafton, dec G and 
v Grafton tt 
In re Ellis, dec Prideaux v Elh \ 
In re Russell Dodds v Russ ady 
Further Considerations. = 


Lewis, de 


May 5) 


In re Edmond 
kins v Davies 
Smith v Brill 
Petition 
In re Sir Alexander Ball, d 
v Ball (s o generally 
Motions. 


In re Brown, dec Fottit v Saber 
ton 
In re Tasker’s Settlement Alliance 
Assce Co v Tasker 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses U 
Brown v Morris P 
In re The Canadian Agen 
Southern v The Company ap 
Diaphone ld v Farley 
Hickman v Harris 
Grover v Williams 
Pearce v Fear 
In re J W Peers, de Lowe V 
Peers ; 
K M C ld v Natural Colour Kine 
matograph Co ld 





ne 
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The 8 A Prospecting & Conces- | Benning v Oakden 
sions Syndicate y M irks Frings y Mill wan 
Wright v Sudbury In re Hughes’ Settlement and 
nace v _— Settled Land Acts, 1882 to 1890 
artholomew v Jarman i. iat tees erred 
Wright v Rochford Same v Same eg ry Lewis, dec Robert: 
Don Coal & Tron Co ld v Bulleroft — 


Main Collieries ld In re Jane M Marshall, dec 
Hamilton & Co (London) ld v Moore v Marshall 

Hayward In re Creorge Matthey, dec 
In re Gilbert, dec Gilbert Prideaux v Manneselt 

Gilbert In re Daniel Beckley, de Beck 


ae ee i. ley v Be kley & ore 

Before Mr. Justice Youncer. | ty “re Moses’ Solomon, de 

Retained Matters, Sidney v Solomon Solomon y 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses) Davis 
Carter v The United Soe of In re Simon Latter, dec Latter 
Boilermakers and Iron and y Latter a : 
Steel Ship Builders and Ors In re Frederica Ellen Kavanagh, 
Mewburn v Jennings (not before dec Kavanagh v Kavanagh 


April 19) In ve Chambers, dec Bigg & ors 
. ‘ vy Montagu & anr 
Spec ial Case. In re Brac her, dex Smith V 
In the Matter of an Arbitration Walker 
between The Law Guarantee In re Frances Edens, dec Down 
Trust and Accident Soe ld (in ing v Batsford 
liquidation) and the Munich | In re T H Beet, de Allnatt v 
Re-Insce Co (fixed for 2nd Howard 
Tuesday Easter Sittings, at In re Thomas Spencer, de In 
4 p.m., subject to anything pt re Samuel Hanson, de In re 
hd) Charles Peel, dec In re Vicker 
man’s Settlement Hartley & 





Adjourned Summons. “on ; 
ors v Collinson 


Barlow v Redruth & Chasewatei In re Baker’s Contract & The 


Ry Co pt hd (so generally) =| Vendor & Purchaser Act, 1874 
Further Consideration. go r Ph a ' \ 
n re Falconer, de« n re Ann 
Hammond & ors vy Hammond & “wr mata rs in ve The Tras 
ors 


tee Act, 1893 The Property & 
Estates ld v Cocks 

Greville v East Kent Light Ry 
Co 

In re M Ogilvie, de Ogilvie v 


Causes for Trial without Witnesses 
and Adjourned Summonses 


In re Dunkel’s Settlement Thal v 


Dunkel (s o generally) Ovilvie 
In re Turner Turner v Turner! In re D C Scott, de Bawtree v 
| 
(s o generally) Bawtree 


Hanau & ors v Standard Develop 
ments ld (s o generally) 

In re The Estate of A A Hum In re F J Vicary, de Hasland 
phries, dec J H Naylor & am Coking Co Id v Vicary 
vA E A Smith & ors (s 0 to! In re an «pplication No 355,395. of 
come on with fur cony Cadbury Bros ld and In re The 

In re Betsy Levett, dec Coleby y Trade Marks Act. 1905 


In re Euphrosyne Spartali, de« 
Ellice Clark v Stillman 


| 
| 


Levett In re Otto ld Bemrose v Otto 
In re Peter Reed, dec Reed v (;ee Vv Liddell 
Reed | In re McLaren's Settlement & In 
In re Goswell’s Trusts & In re The re The Trustee Act, 1893 Hill 
Settled Land Acts, 1882 to 1890 ! v Mitchell 





The Property Mart. 


April 15th.— Messrs. H. E. Foster & CRANFIELD, at the Mar!, at 2 Reversions 
and Policies of Assurance (see advertisement, back page, this week) 

April 2ist.- Messrs. Epwin Fox, BurNETT & Bal pELEY, at the Mart, at 2: Fred 
hold Investment (see advertisement, back page, this week) 

May 4.— Messrs. DRIVER, JONAS & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground-Rents (ee 
ddveriisement, back page, this week). 








. * * 
Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 

Lo«rrep rm Ogawoser. 
London Gazette.—FRripay, April 2. 

ANGLO-FRENCH Foop” Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before May 15, to send 
their names and adJresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to George Edward 
Allen, 3, Coleman st, liquidator. 

F. TH. Fottaprs & Co, Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before April 15, to send 
their names and addresses, ard particulars of their debts or claims, to Ralph 
Percy Campbell, 1, Craig's ct Charing Cross, 8.W., liquidator. 

Joun FINDLAY Co, Ltp.—Creditors are require¢, on or before May 21, to send thelr 
names and addresses, and particulars of their debts cr clans, to Mr. Oliver 
Sunder'and, 15, Eastcheap, E.C., \iquidator. 

WALKER AND BLEARS, Lrp. (IN VoLUmTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, 
on or before Apri! 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Ti omas Arthur Willan 50, Grainger st, Newcastle on Tyne, 
liquidator 

W. anp D. Hunter, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before April 24, to send their 
names and addressees, and the particulars of their debt: or cla'ms, to Frederic 
William Davi, 95/97, Finsbury pymt, E.C., cr Ernest Edwin Smit, 28, St. Sw.thin's 
In, E.C , liquidaters 

JOINT STOCK COMPANIBS, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, April 6. 


THOMAS ELLIot & Sons, Ltp.—Creditora are requirel. or before Ayril 20, to send 
their names and addresses, and the paticulirs of their debts or claime, to Mr. 
Herbert Sa'isbury Squance, 26, John et Sunderland, liquidator. 

Usitrv Kingdom SHor Co, Lrp.—Creditors are required. on or before May 4, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of thelr deb:s or claims, to 
Oliver Sunderland 15, Eastcheap, E.C., liquidator, 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarilv. 


London Gazetle.—Fripay, April 2. 
M. F. Marsdon, Ltd. 
Edwin Underwood, Ltd 
Srawley, Browett, Francis & Co, Ltd. Otis Elevator Co, Ltd. 
Mansel Carvslho & Co, Ltd. J. W Anderson & Co, Ltd. 
International Vanadiam Co, Ltd, F. Th. Fotiades & Co, Ltd 
Exhibitions C ncessions Co, Ltd Queen's Club (Crouch End), 1008, Utd. 
Phe :ix Doubling Co (Radcliffe), Ltd Woodland Card Co, Ltd 
E. Hopper & Sons, Ltd Eastern Fire Appliances, Ltd. 
Me Master, tKigwood & Co, Ltd. Teify Shirt Manufacturing Co, Ltd. 
United Kingdom Shoe Co, Ltd, 


Pembrokeshire Steam Trawling Co, Ltd, 
Blue Jacket Steamship Co, Lid 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, April 6. 
De Bergue & Co, Ltd, 
Alpass & Baker, Ltd bodilly & Heap, Ltd. 
Sir John Jackson (Chile), Ltd Leytonstone Motor Engineering Co, Ltd. 
Spanish National submarine Teleg.aph Wa brook Indemnity Co, Ltd. 
Co, Ltd. Simoona Development Co, Ltd. 


W. T. Pike, Ltd 


Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


LAST DAY oF CLAIM 
London Gazette—FRiday, Murch 26. 





FINEGOLD, HARRIS, Commercial st April 28 Thorpe y. Finegold and Another, Judge 
in Cha nbers, Room 706, Royal Courts Brown, Bishops:ate 

VALPY, OLIVER HARf#IS, Sloane ct May 3 Cooling, Lawrence & Sora v. Valpy, Joyce, J. 
Chapmsn-Walker, Dover st 

London Gazette.—TUESDAY, March 30. 

ANTHONY, WILLIAM, “The Lodgs,” Pwitheli, Ca:narvon, Draper May 7 Jones v 
Anthony, Sirgant,J. Owen, Pwiiheli, Carnarvon 

HoLLipay, Joun Torpirr, Wolsty Stans, Silloth, Cumberland May 5 Hol iday v. 
Sissons and (thers, Judge in Chambers, Room 706, Roy.l Courts Hetherington, 
Wigton, Cum: rland 

- 


23 Vict. cap. 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, April 2 
ALLISON, HARRY WILLIAM, Bishop Auckland, Durham, Licensed Victualler May 11 
Jenvings & Son, Bishop Auckland 


Under 22 


ANEAR, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Narcissus rd, West Ham; stead, Builder May 1 James, 


Clement's inn 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
FUND, LIMITED, 


24, MOORGATEH STREET, LONDON, 2.C. 
ESTABLISHED IN 1890. 
LICENSES INSURANCE. 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 
Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation. 
Suitable Clauses for insertion in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent vn 


POOLING INSURANCE. 
The Corporation also insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURCLARY, WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &o., under 
a perfected Profit-sharing system. 


4pplication. 


APPLY FOR PROSPECTUS. 
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ANNESLEY, WILLIAM RICHARD NORTON, Stanhope gdns, Kensington May 15 Davies & | Hr, :—- Warminster, Wilts, Timber Merchant May 1 Ponting & Marshaij 


‘o, Chesterfield 
ARMSTRONG, Major AxTuUR Jomy, Warwick May 1 Lowe & Co, Temple gdos 
ATKINSON, JANE, Cul ath, Cumberland May 15 Gibson & Co, Newcastle upon Tyne 
BALL, LoursA, Stechford, birmingham April 30 Wright & Ore, Birmingham 
Bakaer?, Major WitLiaM, North Curry, Taunton, JP, DL April 30 Attree & Co, 

Raymond bid 
BAUGHAS, JAMES, Eeuthemetes April 30 Mills & Co, Balfour House, Finsbury pymt 
Beecu, ELiza Lewis, Ramegate May l4 Pickering & Crawley, Stone bidgs 
BELL, ‘JOHN THOMAS, Dale House Mili, nr Staithes, Yorks, Corn Miller april! 29 

Wood, Saltburn by the Sea 
BIDWELL, WILLIAM HENRY, Manor Park, Essex May3 Smith & Hudson, 
borp, ELIzapera, Clifton, Bristol April 30 Strickland & Co, Bristol 
BRIGHTON, HENRY NELSON, Bere Alston, Rundle & Hobrow, Bas- 


inghall st 
, — —~ Hewry, Stamford, Lincoln, May 17 
Ss ore 

( aren, Sov GeonGE Makis, Stony Stratford, Northampton May | 
ew aq 

CHESTERS, THOMAS, Alderley Edge,Chester May 15 Hadfield & Co, Manchester 

emer Capt Esme Farrvax, Horsham, Su:sex April 30 Kekewich & Vo, Saf- 
0. Db 

CONTRUCCI, FELECINA, Liysedulas, Anglesey Aprill7? Fanning, Amlwch, Anglesey 

CooPpER, THOMAS BURN ETT, Preston, Railway Clerk Apri] 21 Cookson, Preston 

DAVENPORT, FRANCIS BENRy, Oxford Meh 10 Davenport & Co, Chancery In 

Dick-C ~ a Lady SARAH MaRy, Cheltenham May 1 Ticehursts & Co, 


Fenchurch st 
Devon May 10 


Butcher Stapleton & Son, 


Hunter & Haynes, 


Chel- 


ten 
DOYLE CHARLOTTE AvGusTA, Thornton Heath, Surrey May5 Armstrong, Mostyn rd, 


bri ixton 
ELLWooD, THomMAs, Whitehaven, Cumberland, Pawnbroker Apri] 30 Thcmpeon, White- 


haven 

Fawcrtt, EMMA, Eccles, Lancs April 31 Hollinsake, Eccles 

ForpD, Lucy, Wo.verhampton May 8 Stirk & Co, Wolverhampton 

FoRRESTER, THOMAS, Newtown, Carlisle, Insurance Broker April 20 Sibson & David- 
son, Carlisle 

FRANCI®, FREDERICK CHARLES, Portsmouth April 30 Parsons, Fareham, Hants 

yom, peeee GROKGIANA TEMPLE, Norwich April 17 Frere & Co, Lincoln's inn 
elds 

GpoRGR, WILLIAM Kino, Dopkiog, Surrey May 14 Douglass, Copthal) ct 

GRAHAM, JAMES, Phenix st, King’s Cross May 3 Paines & Co, St Helen's pl 

HAs, Jonny, Westbury on Trym, Bristol April 28 Rallison, t risto! 

HALL, EDITH HARRIET Newtown, Malvern April 30 Russell & Co, Maivern 

HALL, Ricwarp, Colville ter, Bayawater April 30 Maitden & Co, Henrietta st 


neater 
| Hows, BewJamix, Halifax May 1 Dey, 


Halifax 

HowLet?, PHILIP JAMES, Kempshott rd, Streatham May1 Weller, Bromiley. Kent 

Hume, FLoRENcE Mavup, Woolwich, Kent, License! Victualler April 20 Veughen, 
Woolwich 

Hume, Ropert, Woolwich, Keut April 20 Vanghan, Woolwich 

Jounson, MERCY, Tenterden, Kent May 1 Mace & Sons, Tenterden 

JONES, JO-EPH, Stockton on Tees May 1 Kent, Newcastle upon Tyne 

JONES, SARAH, Newcastle upon Tyne May 1 Kent, Neweazstle upon Tyne 

JonEs, WILLIAM LESTER, Cardiff. Colliery Agent May 7 ~— ¥, Hancock, Cardift 

JuDD, Major CLARENCE Hole omBg, Edith rd, West Kensington y8 Collyer. ‘Bristow 
& Co, Bedford row 

KELLETT. SOLOMON, Bournemouth May10 Preston & Francis, Southampton 

LEIGH, rrr DOROTHY GERARD, South Audley st May 1 Lowe & Co, Temple 


Hill May 3 Durrant 


May 17 


g 

LETH SRiDce, Grornox, Cambalt rd, Putney & Co, Fem 
church st 

Lewis, ALFRED HENRY, Newport, Mop, Monumental Mason 
Newport, Mon 

Lyons, JEssiz, Ramsgate April 30 Partlett & Gluckstein, Piccadilly 

MANSING, FRANCES, Finborongh rd, Fulham rd = April 130 Peedham & Tyer, Blooms. 
bury sq 

MARTIN, Sames, Eastbourne April 30 Wint!e, Eastbourne 

MCLAREN FREDERICK AUGUSTUS, Norwocd rd, Tulse Hill, Butcher May 1 Herbert. 


Burns, Bedford row 
Mow)! & Mowil, Canterbury 


MIGHELL, JANe ELIZABETH, Canterbury — £ 7 
PAITRRSON, MARIANNE, Culgaith, Cumberland May15 Gibson & Co, Newcastle upon 


RsrEin Joun BENJAMIN, Ramsgate May 9 Turner, Finsbury pymt 
RoBINsow, WILLIAM, Ashover, Derby, Farmer May 15 Jones & Middleton, Chester. 


fleld 
RooME, HENRY, MD, Palace gt, Kensington April 24 Lewis & Co, Albany et yd, 
Pi ccadilly 
Ross, MARTHA JANE, Landport, Portsmouth May8 Way & Son, Portemouth 
Scorr, JESSIE AMER, "Westcliffe on Sea April 22 Mackrell & Co, Cannon st 
SHADRAKE, JAMES BOREHAM, Gcrles:cn, Suffolk May 3 Emith & Hudson, Fen 


charch st 
SnuTR, Lady EMMA CAROLINE Ruopsa, Bournemouth April 30 Warren & Co, Blooms 


bur 
SIMONS, FRancts Diepy, Anadell, pr Lytham, Manchester May 22 


Manchester : . 
Smith, WALTER, Brockley, Burchell & Co, Victoria st 


Davis & Co 


Tallent: Bateman, 


Kent Mayl 


Cavendish 


we 
HARTLEY, MARY, kirkby Linsdale, Westmorland May 4 Pearson Kirkby Lonsdale 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette—F R1DAY, April 2. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


BALDwIi', ERNEST, Great Cambridge st, Hackney rd, Box 
Manufaciurer High Court Pet Mar8 Ord Mar 30 

BEALE, WILLIAM Gores, Brecon, Brecknock, Grocer 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet Mar 29 Ord Mar 29 

BLACKBURN, HARRY, Marsh, Huddersfield, Fish Dealer 
Huddersfield Pet Mar 20 Ord Mar 30 

BURTON, ALFRED Evowarp, Henstri , 8t John’s Wood, 
Beilder High Court Pet Mar Mar 30 

CARLTON, JAMES, Newcastle upon Tyne, Company 
od Newcastle upon Tyne, Pet Marzo Ord 
Mar 29 

CHAYLIN, CHARLES, A York ter, Regent's Park High 
Court Pet Jaa 2% Ord Mar 3 | 

DAVENPORT, STEWART Fores, Chelte sham 
Pet Maré Ord Mar 29 

RAMAN, JAMES, Birmingham, 
Mar 90 Ord Mar 30 

BVANS, David Ivor, Cardigan 
Ord Mar 30 

Giys, Guorrrey © —y Eaton pl 

ar 20 Mar 

GREEN, ELseru basen Birmingham, 
Mar 23 Ord Mar 31 

HARMAN, F, Twickenham, Butcher 
Mar i8 Ord Mar 30 

HARRISON, SIDNEY } Birmingham, Baker 
mingham Pet Mar 30 Ord Mar 

MARSTON, ALBERT, Clayton, Yorks, Butcher Bradford 
Pet Mar29 Ord Mar 20 

McLAREN, Guonox, East Retford, Notts, Farmer Lincoln 
Pet Mar 27 Ord Mar 27 

MELLOWS, HENRY CHARLES, Stanley rd, ‘ ower Edmonton 
Ladies’ Tailor High Court Pet Mar 30 Ord Mar 30 

Tunbridge 


Cheltenham 
Baker Birming'am Pet 
Carmarthen Pet Mar 18 
High Court Pet 
Pet 


Pet 


Birmingham 
Brentford 
Bir- 


MIDINER, ARTHUR, East Grinstead, Builder 
Wells Pet Mar 17 Ord Mar % 
MILL, CATHERINE, Bath Bath Pet Mar 30 Ord 


Great Yarmouth Pet 


Mar 30 

MUNFORD, H J, Lowestoft, Grocer 
Mar 22 Ord Mar 31 

O'Day, THOMAS, Warrington, Provision Dealer 


Warring- 
ton Pet Marl? Ord Mar 30 
PSARSuN, THOMAS, Kingston upon Hull, 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Mar 29 Ord Mar 29 
a Southport Wigan Pet Mar3l Ord 
Pornor, Gkorork EDWARD, Pe vale, Forest Hill, K: nt, 
Stationer Greenwich Pet Mar27 Urd Mar 27 
PUGH, ARTHUR JonN LINCOLN, Lancaster rd, New South- 
, Commercial Traveller Edmonton Pet Mar 2 
"Mar 29 
REINBCKE, JOHANNES JOSEPH, Tonypandy, Herbalist 
Pontypridd Pet Mar 29 Ord Mar x9 
RICHARDS, FREDERICK, Little Spm A at, Fishmonger | 
High Court Pet Mar 13 Ord Mar 31 
SELLA ee ee Yorks, Miller Scarborough 


Pet Mar 30 
SHAW, JoHN GRanTHAM, Ki upon meg pune 
Ord Mar 


upon Hull Pet Mar 31 

Jamas HOLLI Brompton _, Manfactaring 
ar 29 

** Merchant | 


High Court t Mars 29 
* Nantwich Pet 


SiMMOn 


Chesterfield, Balldery 
Tarten  . — 31 ae Mar 3 
Harr: pas, eshire 

Mari Ord Mar i : 


STOPPARD, 
Ch 


{ WHITTAKER, Guenam, at Leonards 


| Carey st 
BEALE, WILLIAM GEORGE, 


Watchmaker | 








20 Ord Mar 80 
WORRBLL, ELIzaBsTH, Lower Guiting, Glos, Cheltenham 
Pet Mar 31 Ord Mar 31 


FIRST MEETINGS 


AUKER, JoHN WILLIAM, Doncaster, Fruiterer April 13 at 
at 12.30 Off Bec, Figtree in, Sheffield 

BAILEY, EMMA, Altrincham, Coal Dealer April 13 at 3.30 
Off Kec, Byrom st, Manchester 

BALDWIN, Exsxst, Great Cambridge st, Hackney rd, Box 
Mauufacturer April 19 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


Brecon, Brecknock, Grocer 


April 15 at 12 Off Rec, County Court, Town Hall, 
Merthyr Tydfil 

BETHEL, JoHN WILLIAM, Stocksbridge, nr Sheffield, Draper 
April lsat 12 Off Rec, Figtree ln, Sheffield 

BIRD, FRANK, Lenton, Nottingham, Journeyman Baker 


oni Isat ll Off Ree, 4, Castile pl, Park st, Notting- 


BLACKBURN, Harry, Marsh, Huddersfield, Fish Dealer 
April’l4at2.45 Law Society’ s Room, Imperial arcade, 
New st, Huddersfield 

BURTON, ALFRED EDWARD, Henstridge pl, St John's 
Wood, —— April 19 at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


Carey st 

CARLTON, JAMES, Newcastle upon Tyne, Company Promo- 
ter April 14 ‘at Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle 
upon Tyne 

CHAPLIN, CHARLES A, York ter, Regent's Park’ April 19 
at 11 Bankruptcy + Carey st 

CouULsoN, — WILLIAM Tobacconist April 22 
at 12 Off Rec, 4 and 6, West st, Boston 

CRAIMER, ABRAHAM, Tredegar, Draper April 9 at ll 
Off Ree, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 

Evans, Dan HARRIES, Rutland ct, Knightsbridge April 
16 ‘at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

GARSIDE, JOHN EDWARD, Mossley, Lancs, Shopkeeper 
April 13at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Grores, HERBERT EDWAKD, Sidcup, Kent, Hairdresser 


April 9 at11.30 182, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd | 


GLYN, GROFFREY CARR, Eaton pl April 2 at 12 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

HALL, JOSEPH, Manchester, Confectioner April 13 at 2 30 
Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Levy, EDWARD, Leeds,General Dealer April 9 atll Off 
Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

LLoyp, Epwarp THomas and Ropert Joun Lioyp, 
Tenby, Butche:s April 14 at 1230 Off Rec, 4, Queen 
st, Carmarthen 

MARSTON, ALBERT, Clayton, Yorks, Butcher April 10 at 
ll Off Rec, 13, Duke st, Bradford 

MCGACHAN, LILIAN, Salcombe, Devon April 13 at 3 
on Rec, 124, Marlborough pl, Brighton 

MELLOWs, HENRY CHARLES, Stanley rd, Lower Edmonton, 
Ladies’ Tailor April 16 at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 

MIDMER, ARTHUR, East Grinstead, Builder April 16 at 
2.30 Off Ree, iza, Marlborough pi, Brighton 

13, 


Off, Rec, 
Pearson, THOMAS, Kingston upon Hull, Watchmaker 
April 16 at 11.30 Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, 
Lowgate, Hull 
| PorNor, GzorGE EpwarD, Perry vale, Forest Hill, Sta- 


OLDMAN, ALICE, Burnley April 12 at 11 
Winckley st, Preston 


Hastings Pet Mar | 


SORLANDER, MARIA, Car iff April 28 Rallison, Bristol 
| THRELFALL, RicHARD, blackpeol, House Agent April 30 Finch & Co, Bicckpool 


REINECKE, JOHANNES JOSEPH, Tonypandy, Herbalist 
April 16 at 11.15 Off Rec, St Catherine's chmbrs, & 
Catherine st, Pontypridd 


—— JAMES HOLLIER, Brompton rd, Manufactoring 
| Furrier April 21 at 11 


| 


| POOL, FREDERICK Rovss, Broad st re 


tioner April? at 12.30 1 York rd Westminste 
Bridge rd “= : i 


Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey at 
SoLMERsiTZ, BE, Tottenham Courtrd May ll atll Bank 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
bis MARY, Southport April 9 at ll Of 
nion Marine bidgs, 11, Dale st, Liverp.ol 
WHITTAKER, CHARLES, St nards, Bussex April 16 a 
12 Off Ree, 124, Maribo: h pl, Brighton 
Witson, EmiLy EvizaBpeTu, Aylesbury, Grocer April 12 
at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
WrrHers, THOMAS, Halesowen, Worcestershire, Fruit Me 
chant April 12 at 12 Off Rec, 1, Priory st, Dudley , 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
BEALE, WILLIAM GEORGE, Brecon, Brecknock, Grover 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet Mar29 Ord Mar 20 
BLACKEURN, HARRY, Marsh, _“\ “<I Fish Dealer 
Huddersfield Ord Mar 3) Pet Mar 
DEAMAN, JAMES, Selly Oak, Birmingham, Baker Birming- 
bam Pet Mar 30 Ord ¥ ar 30 
Foster, ALICE, Belgtave a High Court Pet Feb % 
Ord Mar 30 
GEoRGR, HERBERT Epwar?, Sidcup, Kent, Hairdresser 
Croydon Pet Mar26 Ord Mar 30 
GLYN, GEOFFREY CAkR, Eaton pl HighCourt Pet Mar% 
Ord Mar 29 
GOODALL, EDWARD VINCENT, Hartshorn, Derby, Parmer 
Burton on Trent Pet Mar6 Ord Mar 29 
GREEN, ELSEPH MabEL, Birmingham, Birmirghm 
Pet Mar 73 Ord Mar 3) 
HARRISON, SIDNEY HERBERT, Birmingham, Baker Bir. 
mingham Pet Mar 30 ar 30 
LLoyp, EDWARD THOMAS, and Ropert Jonn Lior, 
Tenby, Pembroke, Butchers Pembroke Dock Pet 
Mar 25 Ord Mar 31 
MARSTON, /ALBERT, Clagton, Yorks, Butcher Bradfod 
Pet Mar 29 Ord Mar 29 
MCLAREN, GEORGE, ae Farmer Lincoln Pet 
Mar 27 Ord Mar 27 
MELI.Ows, HENRY CHARLES, Stanley rd, Lower Edmonton, 
Ladies’ Tailor High Court Pet Mar 30 Ord Mari 
MILL, CATHERINE, Eath Bath Pet Mar 30 Ord Mar 90 
PEARSON, THOMAS, Kingston upouw Hull, he 
Kingsto mupon Hull Pet Mar 29 Ord Mar 29 
Mining Engineet 
High Court Pet D.c 7 Ord Mar 3 
Ports, WINIFRED, Southport Wigan "pet Mar 31 Od 
31 


Mar 
PUGH, ARTHUR JoHN LINCOLN, New Southgate, Middis, 
Commercial Traveller Edmonton Pet Mar 29 on 


Mar 29 
SELLARS, ROBERT, Pishertig, Yorks, Miller Scarborough 
Pet Mar30 Ord Mar 
SHAW, JOHN GRANTHAM, K ngston upon Holl, Painter 
Kingston apon Hull Yet Mar 31 Ord Mar 3t 
Summons, JAMES HOLLIER, Brompton rd, Meseatens 
ier High Court Pet Mar 29 Ord Mar a 
oa, ‘FRED, Chesterfield, Buiiders’ iw reba 
terfield Pet Mar3i Ord Mar 31 : 
Waire, | FREDERICK CHARLYS, Croydon, Bootmaker Croj 
don Pet May 20 Mar = 
WORRELL, ELIZABETE, Lower Guiting, Glos Cheltenl: 
Pet Mar 31 Ord Mar 3 


enamel ~eohagrenl 
PATRICK, FREDERICK, Much Wenlock, 8a! Threshing 
Machine Proprictor Sh. cwabury "sdjud Nov 10, 1914 
Annul Mar 30, 1915 








Marshall 


y. Kent 
Vaughan, 


k, Cardig 
er- Bristow 


Temple 


r, Blooms. 


Herbert. 
. 
ustle upon 
mn, Chester 
ny ct yd, 
} 
pb, Fen. 
Bloc ms 


Bateman, 


Herbalist 
uDbrs, St 


facturing 
Carey at 
l 
til 
oi 16 at 
April 12 
ult Mes 
diey 
Grocer 
Dealer 
3irming- 
Feb % 
rdreseer 
t Mar 29 
Farmer 


inghi m 


Mar 20 
Mar #0 
ymaker 
igineer 
1 Od 


iddix, 
ord 


rough 
sinter 
uring 
chant 


Cros- 





